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The Honorable Jim Webb
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your July 18, 2008, letter to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Administrator Johnson, in support of a temporary waiver of the renewable fuel standard (RFS). I
apologize for the delay, but wanted to respond to your concerns. The Governor of the State of
Texas requested a waiver of fifty percent of the RFS volume requirement on April 25, 2008.
Most of the volume requirement is achieved via corn-derived ethanol. The Governor was
concerned that the RFS is resulting in increased comn prices, and thus increased costs for Texas
cattle ranchers, who use corn for feed. You share that concern and are also concerned that the
RFS is resulting in a substantial increase in food prices. Under the Clean Air Act, the
Administrator may grant a waiver if implementation of the RFS would severely harm the
economy or environment of a State, region, or the United States.

After careful consideration, and in consultation with the Secretaries of Agriculture and
Energy, the Administrator concluded that RFS would not have a significant impact on feed and
food prices, and thus the statutory requirement for a waiver had not been met. Enclosed is a
copy of the decision with a detailed rationale.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Diann Frantz, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations,
at (202) 564-3668.

Sincerely,
Robert J. Meye

Principal Deputy Assistant Administrator

Enclosure

Internet Address (URL) @ http://iwww.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable ® Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chiorine Free Recycled Paper
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EISA increasss the 2008 and 2009 RFS
renewable fuel mandates to 8.0 billion
and 11.1 billion gallons. EISA also
imposed additional requirements for the
use of advanced biofuel and biomass-
based diesel in 2009, included within
the overall mandate for 11.1 billion
gallons of renewsble fuel in 2009.2
EPAct had the statutory goal of
increasing the volume of renewable
fuels that are required to be used in the
transportation sector and Congress
furthered that goal with the passege of
EISA. In this context, implementation of
EISA is aimed at reducing deY:ndenco
on foreign sources of energy, increasing
the domestic supply of energy, and
diversifying the nation’s energy

ortfolio b{ requiring the transition

om petroleum-based fuels to bic-based
alternatives in the transportation sector,
In addition, as part of , Congress {s
requiring EPA to perform a lifecycle |
analysis of emissions of greenhouse
gases associated with the full lifecycle
of renewable fuels, and is requiring a
minimum level of greenhouse gas
reduction 1o qualify for advanced
biofuel, cellullosic biofuel and biomass-
based diesel. This will be further
discussed in EPA's upcoming second
phase renewable fuel standard
rulemaking (RFS2), which will
implement the reneweble fuels
provisions of EISA.

IIl. EPA’s Administrative Process

On April 25, 2008, the Governor of
Texas submitted a request to the
Administrator under section 211(0)(7) of
the Act for a waiver of 50 percent of the
RFS “‘mandate for the production of
ethanol derived from grain.” The
request claims that the mandate is
unnecessarily having a negative impact
on the economy of Texas and driving up
global food ptices. In its request Texas
specifically identified increased corn
Fricas as having a negative effect on its

jvestock industry and that a wajver
would also provide needed relief to
consumers at the grocery store. This
initial request did not include
substantive supporting data or
analyses.3

2 A mare detailed discussion of theraguhtmmu'
for ditferent types of biofuels is included in Secti
v,

*Texas subsequently submitied comments during
the S:b\lc comment period, including & recent

briefing paper from the Agriculturs and Food Policy
Center at the Texas ARM University along with an
sconomic analysis on the implications of a RFS
waives on the price of com and impacts on the
livestock industry ss well as impacts on the
petroleum marksts and the broader sconomy. Texas
also clarified that it was asking for a “S0-percant
reduction in the derived, volumetric ethanol
mandates, * * ¢ effoctively requesting that EPA, for
the foresesable future, retwin the RFS system to the
stotus quo prior to enactment of EISA i.e., to the

On May 22, 2008, EPA published a
notice requesting commaent on the
petition submitted by Texas as well as
any matter that might be relevant to’
EPA’s action on the petition,
specifically including (but not limited
to) information that would enable EPA
to: (a) Evaluate whether compliance
with the RFS is causing severs harm to
the economy of tire State of Texds; {b)
evaluate whether the relief requested

- will remedy the harm,; (c) determine to

what extent, if any, a walver approval
would change demand for ethanol and
affect com or feed prices; and (d)
determine the date on which a waiver
should commence snd end {f it were
granted.* As stated in EPA's notice for
comment, granting & waiver would
reduce the national volume
requirements under section 211{0)(2) of
the Act, which would have effecta in
areas of the country other than Texas.
Therefore, EPA invited comment on all
{ssues relevant 1o whether and how the
Administrator might exercise his
discretion under this waiver provision
of the Act, including but not limited to
the impact of a walver on other regions
or parts of the economy, on the
environment, on the goals of the
renswable fusel program, on appropriate
mechanisms to implement a waiver ifa
waivar were determined to be
appropriate, and any other matters
considered relsvant.

EFA’s public comment pariod closed
on June 23, 2008. EPA received in
axcess of 15,000 comments during the
comment period; the majority of the
comments were short statements
generally in support of the Texas
request, EPA also received numerous
comments from various trade
organizations and businesses, Governors
and other elected officials, and
environmental organizations su?porung
or opposing the waiver, many of which
included references to various studies
and reports which are addressed below.

much move modazsts trajectory that prevailed .
under the EME PolchAct of 2008." Texas states
its preference that this be accoraplished through a
waiver that corresponds to the 2008—2009 crop year
{{.e., Septenber 1, 2006 through August 31, 2008).
The initia} Tes waivar 11\:-1 of April 28, 3008
{Texas waiver request) found st EPA-Hi
OAR-2008-0380-0088. The Texas supplemen

"caramaents of Juns 23, 2008 {Texas supplemental

comments) can be found at EPA-HQ-OAR~2008~
0380-0328. In additica, Texas submitted additicnal
comments after the closs of the comment period, on
August 8, 2008. These comments can be found at
EPA~HQ-OAR-2008-0380. Given the dats on
which the additional commants were received,
KPA’s responss ta tham can be found ina
Memorandum to the Docket dated August 7, 2008.
473 FR 39782,

IV, Key Interpretive Issues

As noted above, Section 211(0)(7) of
the CAA provides, in part, that EPA
“may waive the [mandated national RFS
volume requirements] in whole or in

on petition by one or more States

. (8 based on a determination by
the Administrator * * * that
implementation of the requirement
would severely harm the economy or
environment of a State, a region, or the
United States, or (ii) based on a
determination by the Administrator

‘# * ¢ that there is an inadequate

domestic supply.”

This is the first EPA action in
response to a petition under this
provision, and as e result EPA is
addressing a number of questions
regarding the scope of this authority.
This section discusses EPA’s position
on the meaning of various key parts of
this provision, including EPA's views
on the interpretations advanced by
Texas and other commenters. Because
Texas argues that a waiver is justified
under the claim that “implementation of
the RFS program would severely harm
the economy * * * of a State, a region
or the United States,” we have focused
our review on this provision.

1, Implementation of the RFS Itself Must
Severely Harm the Economy

The statute authorizes a waiver where

- “implementation of the requirement

would severely harm the economy.”
Texas and severa) commenters argue
that high com prices are causing severe
harm to the Texas and U.S. livestock
industry as well as to low-income
individuals faced with increasing food
costs. They acknowledge that high corn
ces are caused by a number of factors,
ut argue that the RFS program is one
of the factors leading to these high
?rices. that it is a significant or meterial
actor, and that this kind of impact from
the RFS program {s sufficient to justify
a waiver of the RFS requirements.®
Texas mogn;::;' that the waifvat
rovision ''s; in terms of a singular
gauu.l link between the mandate and
the harm (i.e. 'lmflemmtation of the
requirement would severely harm’)",
but that *'Congress could not have
intended to predicate a waiver on such
a link because such a situation is never
found in the real world. In the context
of an economy at the scale of a state,
region or nation, outcomes are
determined by multiple factars.
Congress must have meant to pivota
walver on whether the mandates would

e ——
$ Seo Texas supplemental comments, National
Cattlemen’s Beef Assoclation at RPA-HQ-OAR~
2008~0380-0418 at 1, and Texas Cattle Feeders
Association at EPA-HQ-OAR-2008~0380 at 1.
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severely harm an economy would
appropriately implement Congress'
intent for yearly growth in the use of
renewable fuels, evidenced by the 2005
and 2007 mandates for such growth, In
addition, it would limit waivers to
circumstances where a waiver would be
expected to provide effective relief from
harm. If there is generally high
confidence that i{mplementation of the
mendate would cause harm, then a
weiver should provide effective relief
from thet harm. However in situations
whaere there is not such a high degree of
confidence, a waiver might disrupt the
oxpected growth in use of renewsble
fuels but there would be no clear
expectation that e waijver would provide
a benefit by reducing any harm. As
discussed below, EPA does not need to
interpret this provision in any greater
detall for purposes of acting on Texas'
petition, as the circumstances in this
case clearly do not demonstrate the
required degree of confidence that
severe harm would occur.

Support for EPA’s interpretation of
this waiver provision is found in an
analogous approach taken by EPA in
applying former section 211(k)(2}(B), the
provision for waiver of the oxygen
content requirement for RFG. In that
provision, Congress provided that EPA
“‘may” waive the oxygen content
requirement upon a determination that
compliance with this requirement
‘would’’ prevent or (nterfere with
attainment of a NAAQS. EPA
interpreted this as calling for the waiver
applicant to “cleerly demonstrate”
interference before a waiver would be
granted. This interpretation was upheld
in Davis v. EPA, 348 F.3d 772, 779-780
(9th Cir, 2003).

3. “Severely Harm'' Indicates That
Congress Set a High Threshold for Grant
of a Waiver ’

Whils the statute does not define the

term “severely harm," the
straightforward meaning of this phrase-
indicates that Congress set a hig
threshold for issuance of a waiver, This
is also indicated by the difference
between the criteria for a waiver under
section 211(0)(7)(A) and the criteria for
a waiver during the first year of the RFS
program. In section 211(o){8)(A)
Congress provided for a waiver based on
an assessment of whether
implementation of the RFS in 2006
would result in “significant adverse
impacts” on consumers. A waiver under
section 211(0)(7)(A), however, requires
thet implementation “severely harm”
the economy, which is clearly a much
higher threshold than “significant
adverse impacts.” 1t is also instructive
to conslder the use of the term “‘severs"

in CAA section 181(g). Ozone
nonattainment areas are classified
according to their de?me of impairment,
slong a continuum of marginal,
moderate, serfous, severe or extrame
ozone nonattainment areas. Thus, in
section 181, "*severe’ indicates a level of
harm that is greater than marginal, .
modarate, or serious, though less than
extrome. We beligve that the term
“severe” should be similarly interpreted
for purposes of section 211(0)(7)(A), as
indicating a point that is quite far along
e continuum of harm, though short of
extreme. EPA does not need to interpret
this provision in any greater detail for
purposges of acting on Texas' petition, as
the circumstances in this case clearly do
not demonstrate the kind of harm that
would be characterized as severe.

4. Harm to the Economy

EPA must also consider the meaning
of the term “economy" in saction
211(0)(7)(A)(2). Texas has argued that
the term should be interpreted such that'
a showing of severe harm to one sector
of the economy, 6.8, the livestock
industry, is sufficient under the statute.
Others argue that there must be a
showing of severe harm to the entire
sconomy of a State, region or the United
States, including sall sectors.3? EPA
believes that it would be unreasonable
to base a waiver determination solely on
consideration of impacts of the RFS
p to one sector of an economy,
wi:gout also considering the impacts of
the RFS program on other sectors of the
economy or on other kinds of impact. It
is possible that one sector of the
sconomy could be severely harmed, and
another greatly benefited from the RFS
program:; or the sector that is harmed
may make up a quite small part of the
overell economy. Based on the waiver
request received and, where
agpro riate, public comments, EPA
should responsibly review and anelyze
the economic information that s
reasonably available regarding the full
impacts of the RFS g anda
possible waiver, including detrimental
and beneficia) impacts, before .
determining that a waiver of the
pr is warranted.13

o statute provides that EPA “may"”
waive the RFS volume requirement after
finding that implementation of the RFS
pragram would severely harm the
economy. Therefore, a broad
consideration of economic and other
impacts could be undertaken whether or

13Commenters includs the Renewsble Fuels
Asscclation (EPA-HQ-OAR-2008~0380-0470 at 1)
and Amarican Coalition for Ethanol (BPA-HQ-
OAR~2008-0380-0484 at 1-2),

13This is of course limited by the 90 day time
frame called for in the waiver provisioa.

not EPA adopted Texas' more limited

“interpretation of the term “sconomy,”

For example, if EPA rejected Texas’
interpretation, EPA would determine
whether RFS implementation would
severely harm the overall economy of a
State, region, or the U.S. However, if
EPA adopted Texas’ interpretstion, and
then found severe harm to a sector of
the economy, EPA would still evaluate
the overal]l impacts on the economy and
other factors hefore exercising its
discretion under the “may” clauss to
gmnt or deny the waijver request. EPA
oes not need to resolve this issue of
interpretation in this specific walver
decision. As discussed below the
circumstances here do not warrant a
wajver under either interpretation.

5. EPA Has Broad Discretion in
Determining Whether To Grant a Waiver
Even If Implementation Would Seversly
Harm the Economy

As noted above, Congress stated that
EPA “may" grant a waiver if certain
criteria are met, and the term “may”’

denotes discretionery action.

micall
. Where Congress intends non-

discretionary action, it typically
emrloys a term like “shall.” Thus, EPA
belleves Congress intentionally gave
EPA discretion in determining whether
to grant or deny a waiver request, even
in instances where EPA finds that
implementation of the program would
severely harm the economy or
environment of a State, region or the
United States, or whera there is
inadequate domestic supply. As noted
above, this interpretation allows EPA to
look broadly at all of the impacts of
implementation of the program, and all
of the impacts of a waiver, and does not
limit EPA to looking only at impacts to
the economy, a sector of the economy,
the snvironment, or domestic supply.
The relief re?uested by 8 weiver
applicant will always, under this
srovision, be national in character,

ence we expect that EPA will always
want to examine the nationwide effects
of the requested relief, and give
appropriate weight to the range of
anticipated effects. This interpretation
allows EPA to weigh all of the impacts
before deciding to grant or deny a
waiver of the statutory requirements
designed to require the expanded use of
renewable fuals.

V. Technical Analysis of RFS Mandate

In this gection, we first examine the
likelihood that implementation of the
RFS will impact the amount of ethanol
produced and consumed over the 2008/
2009 corn marketing year (September 1,
2008 through August 31, 2000), and
thereby impact factors such as the price



47174

Federal Register/Vol. 73, No. 157/Wednesday, August 13, 2008/ Notices

use, corn prices, ethanol prices, or fual
prices, We refer to that model result as
a 76 parcent probability that the RFS
will not be “‘binding" in the 2008/2000
marketing year, Conversely, in 24
percent of the simulated ISU mode! runs
the RFS would be binding. In this case,
‘binding means that in 24 percent of the
random draws of potential corn

" production, crude ol prices, and com
demand, the resulting market demand
for ethanol would be below the RFS
mandate and, therefors, the RFS would
require greater use of ethanol than the
market would otherwise demand. The
binding scenarios are generally those in -
which crude oi} prices and corn
production are relatively low. In those
cases, the RFS would have an impact on
ethanol use and the food and fue
markets in the United States.

For the primary analysis, the ISU
mode! assumes corn ethanol would
account for ten billion gallons of the
RFS mandate during the 2008/2008 corn
crop year. Because the corn crop yeer is
split over two RFS compliance years,

@ 10 billion gallons is based on the
fraction of the corn crop year that would
occur in the 2008 compliance year {one-
third) and the 2008 compliance year
{two-thlrds). EISA requires 8 billion
gallons of renewable?uals {n 2008 and
11.1 billion gallons in 2009; howaever,
600 million gallons of the 2008 volume
must be advanced biofuels {includin;
500 milllon gallons of biomass-base
biofuels). This advanced biofuel volume
1s not included in the calculation of the
2008/2009 marketing year mendats,
since the ISU model doses not include
cellulosic ar biodiese! renewable
fuels.?? As a sensitivity analysis, ISU
rasearchers also evaluated different
scenarios {n which some of the 2008/
2009 mandate was also met with
additional bjodiesel production and
renewable {dentification number (RIN)
credits earned from excess ethanol
production in the 2007 and 2008
compliance years,?¢ Both of these
changes essentially make the RFS
mandate less binding. We also
conducted a sensitivity analysis that
used a distribution curva for crude oil

23 Although Jowa Stste analyzed the impact of
waiving 100% of the mendate, the modsel predictad
no difference botwean waiving 100% of the
mandate snd %0% of the mandate, ss the amount
of athano! demanded under al) the scenarios
withou! the mandate was more than five billion
gallons of éthanol (30% of the mandate).

34 RINs are generated by producers of renewsble
fuels, and are used by refiners and importery to
show compliance with the RFS, Excess RINs may
be used as credits for the ysar foll their
generation, ».2., 2007 RINs may be usad to show
complience with the 2008 RFS standard, snd 2008
RINs may be used to show compliance with the
2009 RFS standard. .

prices based on a mean crude oil price
of $146/barrel. For that model run, the
grobability that the mandate would be
inding decreased ta 12%. Clearly, this
assumption makes a difference in the
meodeling results. We believe the $125/
barrel mean crude oil price scenario
incorporates the best information
available at this time, but we recognize
that conditions may change in the
future. For purposes of simplicity, only
the results of the primary analysis using
§125/barrel meen crude oil 1SU scenario
are prasented in this document,
However, the results from the full range

" of scenartos are included in the

docket.??

We believe the results provided by the
1SU model are more robust than Elam's
and TAMU's estimates for & number of
reasons. Many of the assumptions used

"by Elam’s model do not a*)pear to

accurately reflect market forces.
Accordinf to Elam's March paper,2¢
U.S. gasoline and diese) prices impact
the prices of corn and soybeans, but do

not influence the demand for biofuels.

In other words, the agricultural sector
rtion of the madel does not appear to
gg directly linked to a fuel market
module. Since higher crude ofl prices
are one of the major reasons for the
increase in biofuel production, we
belfeve this assumption. is a major short
coming of the model, Furthermore, the
mode! used by Elam appears to value
ethanol on an energy eguivalent basis.?”
Wa believe that ethanol will continue to
be priced on a volumetric basis as long
as most of the ethanol is being blended
as B10,

In his June paper, Elam estimated the
impact of waiving the RFS under two
different scenarios: One based on the
Juns WASDE projections and one based
on a “‘severe weather" scenario with a
lower corn crop, Under both acenarios,
Blam predicts ethanol production will
decrease by 2.1 billion gallons with a
50% waiver of the mandate. However,
under both scenarios Elam estimates
that ethanol production will exceed the
mandated levels when the mandate is in
place. We do not find this analysis ’
plausible, since waiving the mandate
should have litile to no effect on ethanol
production if the projected levels of
ethanol demand exceed the mandate. In
addition, we would not expect the same
¢hange in éthanol production to occur
as a result of the walver when comn
prices are $8.00/bushel and when they
are $5.80/bushel. When corn costs ,

1 890 Memorandum to Docket satitled, “Jowa
State University Modeling Results.”

18 BPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0380-087.

7 The lack of mode! documentation submitted to
the docket with regard to the mode) limited our
ability to fully campare the results.

$8.00/bushel, we would expect more
sthanol producers would not be able to
cover their operating costs and would
choose to raduce I)roduction. Therefare
there would be a larger potential change
in ethano! production at $8.00/bushel
than at $5.80/bushel, which in turn
would lead to a larger impact from
waiving the mandate. Finally, we
belisve the severe weather scenario
prasented by Elam overstates the impact
of the recent floods in the Midwest. This
scenario assumes a significant reduction
in corn acres harvested and com yields
relative to the WASDE estimates. Under
this severe weather scenario, Elam's
gm}acted corn crop would be 10.85
illion bushels, compared to the higher
Luly WASDE estimate that 11.7 billion
ushels will be produced in 2008/2008.
Similar to the ISU modsl, the TAMU
model is a hybrid stochastic simulation
model that estiroates the probabilistic
price of corn and production levels of
ethanol with and without varfous
government biofuel policies over the
next few years. Howaver, we bellave
some of the inpuis used in the modei
are not as current as the inputs used by

- the ISU model. In addition, the TAMU

model likely overstates the probability
that the mendate will be binding for twa
reasons. First, the lprojected corn prices
are significantly higher than either the
June or July WASDE reports. Whereas
the July WASDE report (which assumes
the mandate is still in place) predicts
corn prices will be betwesn $5.50~
$6.50/bushel, the TAMU model predicts
that corn prices with the mandate in -
lace will be between $6.70~-$7.96/
gushel depending on the size of the corn
crop. If the TAMU mode! was re-run
with the July WASDE data, we believe
the results would be closer to the
estimates provided by the 1SU model.
Sacond, we believe that the TAMU
model undervalues ethanol, since it
assumes ethanol must compete with
guollne on an energy equivalent basis
or all volumes over the quantity
projected to be used to meet
reformulated gasoline (RFG)
uirements {approximately 3 billion
allons). As discussed in more detail in
e following section, ethanol continues
to be priced in the market at 2 premium
over {ts energy content since it is

. almully used as a gasoline extender.

s expect this trend to continue until
significant quantities of ethanol can no
longer be bilended as E10 and must be
sold as E85. If the TAMU valued ethanoi
on 8 volumetric basis, we would expect
the model would predict higher
production levels of ethanol, both with
and without the waiver.

TAMU provides information for thres
different scenarios: & “‘mean corn crop”,
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2. Severity of Impact
{a] Carn Price Impacts

When evaluating the economic
impacts of waiving the mandate, our
analysis centered on four major areas:
U.8. corn prices, food prices, feed
prices, and fuel prices. While there may
be other aress of potential impact, we
focused on these areas because they are
expscted to have the largest potential
economic impacts in the U.S. Given the
limited time available for this analysis,
we have not looked at the interaction of
these impacts {n an integrated modeling
system. However, we belleve that
looking at thess indicators individually
provide a useful framework for

determining the gotenual saverity of the
lmpact of the RFS mandate.

described in the previous section,
we believe that implementation of the
RFS would not have a significant impact
on expected sthanol production in
2008/2009, with the most likely result
being no impact on ethanol production.
Woe have analyzed the impacts of
waiving the mandate under a wide
variety of scenarios, ran from worst
casa scenarios to the more likely .
situations, Based on the ISU modeling
results, the nverage expected impact of
wajving the mandate over all the
potential cutcomes, both those binding
and those non-binding, would be a
decrease in the price of corn by $0.07/
bushel. In the limited subset of potential

outcomes in which the mandate is
binding (24% of the results), waiving
the mandate would result in an average
expected decrease in the price of corn
of $0.30/bushel.

However small the probability, we
also recognize it is possible that all the
market outcomes could converge to
result in a worst case scenario,
therefore, we also provide this example
to help brackst the range of potential
outcomes. The “Worst Cage"' example
demonstrates the largest potential
change in corn price predicted by the
1SU model as a result of the waiver,
which is a decrease in corn prices of
$1.38/bushel. Table 2 presents the three
ISU scenarios.

TABLE 2—RANGE OF ESTIMATED CORN PRICES AND PRODUCTION LEVELS

0 fowa state
lowa state lowa state when « w
‘worst case
. mean astimate mandate binds exampls
Mean Com Prices with Mandate (S/DUBNBY) ..........uureniminimensersimersesorssmsssressssssarease $6.00 $8.40 $6.85
Mean Com Prices with Waiver ( $5.93 $8.10 $5.47
Change in Com Prices with Waiver ($/bushel) -~ $0.07 -$0.30 - $1.38
Mean Com Production (Billion bushels) . 11.70 11.22 10.57
Percentage of Times Mandate /s Binding 24% 100% N/A

(b) Food Price Impacts

In consultation with USDA, EPA
estimated how the changes In corn
prices influence U.S. food prices. The
results of the modeled corn price
impacts discussed ahove appear to be
quite modest for both the mean estimate
and the subset of scenarios in which the
mandate is binding. A $0.07/bushel’
decrease in corn prices would result in
80.07% decrease in Food CPI3° and a
0.03% decrease in All Item CPL3° A
$0.30/bushe) decreese in torn prices
would result in a 0.28% change in Food
CPI and a 0.04% change in All tem CPL

For the average household, a $0.07/
bushel decrease in corn prices would
result in a reduction of household
axpenditures on food equal to $4.01 in
2008/2000, while a $0.30/bushel
decrease in corn prices would result in
a savings of $17.13, In the scenario with
the largest change In corn price, a $1.38/
bushel decrease (n corn prices would
decreasa the Food CPI by 1.28% and All
Item CPI by 0.18%. The average
housshold would in turn save $78.57 in
2008/2009 on food expenditures.
Since peaple in the lowest income
ups are more sensitive to changes {n
ood prices, we also analyzed the impact

of changes in food expenditures as a
percentage of total consumer
expenditures and as a percentage of
income, The changes in food
expenditures are relatively small
gompared to total consumer -
expenditures for both average and low
income households.?* When comparing
the changes in food expenditures
relative to income, the impact on low
income households s larger than the
impact on average houssholds,
Additional details on the methodology
used to calculate the CPl and household
expenditures are included in the
docket.s?

TABLE 3—IMPACTS ON FOOD PRICES, CPI INPICATORS, AND HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES

“Unit lowa state lowa state lows siate

d mean estimate | mandate binds | worse case

Change in Comn Price with WaIVer ............cincinvnimenseonocssnes -$0.07 -$0.30 ~$1.38

Change in Food CP! with Waiver ... -0.07% -0.28% ~1.20%

Change in All hem CP] with Walver -0.01% -0.04% ~0.19%

Change in Annual Food Expenditures for Average Housshokis with -$4.01 ~$17.13 ~$78.57
Waiver, .

Change in Annual Food Experiditures for Lowsst Quintile Househoids -$2.00 ~$8.95 ~$41.06
with Waiver.

Change in Food Expenditures as a Percantage of Consumer Expendi- ~0.01% ~0,04% ~0.16%
tres for Average Households with Waiver.

29 The Food CPJ es meagured by the Buresu of
Labor Statistics {BLS) consists of two components—
tbe “CP] for food st kome" and the "'CP1 for food
away from home" with the **CP1 for food away from
harne" hlvin, 8 weight of 0.45 aud the “'CP1 for
food at hame™ having s weight of 0.55.

3©The Pood CP1 has 8 weight of 0.14 in the All
Item CPI. This {mpliss that for every 3 percent
{ncrease in the Food CPJ the All Item CPI would
increase by 0.14 percent.

1 The lowest quistile (20%) of boussholds, as
describad in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 2006

Consumar Expenditure Survey, has an aversge
incoms after taxes of $9,060. The aversge annual
housshold incomes after taxes for all houssholds is
$58,101, . .

32 Se8 Memorandum to Docket antitled, “USDA
Food CP1 and Feed Cost Methodology'.
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TABLE 5—TOTAL FEED COSTS AND ESTIMATED

+~

DECREASE WITH RFS WAIVER FOR CATTLE, POULTRY, PIGS, AND DAIRY

PRODUCTION—Continued
us Texas
Fead cost whhout waiver, § million ......... teee et e e SR e e preesessecsaesmens 7,571.8 586.7
Decreass in Fead Costs, $ million ($0.07/bughel 0OM Prics CHANGE BCENANO) ....ciueicscsiseverimernaseiseisissennne 88.3 6.8
Decrease in Feed Costs, $ million ($0.30/bushel com price change scenarlo) ....... 343.1 28.8
PomDocmna in Feed Costs, $ milllon (§1.38/bushel com price change scenario) ....... 1,525.4 118.2
. Feed cost without waiver, $ million rerere st v ettt 10,874.8 134.1
Decreasa in Fead Costs, § million ($0.07/bushel com price change scenaro) ... 128.9 1.8
Decrease In Feed Costs, $ million ($0.30/bushel com price change 8CENRTO) ....cieierimuienn 4928 6.1
D Decrease in Fead Costs, § miliion (§1.38/bushel com price change 8CONANO) .........ccrveresmmennmasririaens 2,190.8 27.0
iry: .

Feed oost without waiver, $ milllon . 37,028.8 1,307.2
Decrease in Feed Costs, .$ milion ($0.07/bushel com price changa 8CNAMIO)Y .......cuseenieimisnreisemiissrsssie 432.0 158.3
Decrease in Feed Costs, § milion (§0.30/bushel com price change scenario) " 1,677.9 50.2
Decreass in Feed Costs, $ miliion ($1.38/bushei com price change scenario) 7,459.8 263.3

Total Feed Costs (cattle, poultry, pigs, deiry):.
Without waliver, $ milion S eoaseetsandreTeIN NN AN ORI RIAOERSH IR e SR ETIIRORESRORSOD 66,2414 4,550.2
Decrease in Feed Costs, $ million ($0.07/bushel com price change scenaro) ............ 7728 53.2
Decrease in Feed Costs, $ million ($0.30/bushel com price chANgs SOBNANO) ......ccevwreraimrrnimmrensssseanas 3,001.6 206.8
Dacrease in Feed Costs, $ milon ($1.38/bushel corn price ohaNge SCENAMO) .........c.cumsupissimmimmssnisiisiniinn 13,345.0 918.5

To produce a pound of poultry live weight, sbout 1.§ pounds of feed required.

The State of Texas did not attempt to
quantify the impact of waiving the RFS
on the livestock industry, althou?h they
did submit reports by the A:}glcu tural
and Food Policy Center (AFPC), the
Texas Department of Agriculture, and
McVean Trading & Investments (a
company that specializes in monitoring
the health of the livestock industry),
which conclude that the livestock
industries, including poultry, are
experiencing financial losses due to
Increases in the cost of production due
to ‘lblgher corn prices.

ile most of these impacts are
outside the scope of our analysis since
they do not focus on the impacts
directly related to the RFS, we have
attempted to compars our methodology
with the methodology used by Texas,
The Texas Department of Agriculture
reﬁon cites the March study by Elam in
which he estimates that the increase in
biofuels will result in an increase in cost
to the Texas livestock and poul
industries of approximately $2.4 billion
in calendar year 2008. This impact was
based on an estimated increase of $2.04/
bushel in corn prices due to the increase
in biofuels policies as a whole.
Although the increase in corn price
cited by Elam is higher than the
modeling results by 1SU and TAMU

% In the subset of ecenarios in which the mandate
is binding, when the mandate is in place it
srtificially increases demand for athanol (end
artificially d the d d for line)
Therefore, removing the mandate in those scenarios
allows for lower demand of ethanol which results

discussed in the previous section, the
mothodology for estimating the impact
on feed costs employed by Elam sppears
to be generally consistent with our
analysis, When the cost {ncresses for
cattle, poultry, pork, and dairy
production are separsted out, Elam
estimates a $1.3 billton dollar increase
in feed costs in 2008, If Elam hed used
a change in corn price that was
approximately two thirds of his $2.04/
bushel estimate ($1.36/bushel), his
methodology would have estimated an
{ncrease in feed costs in Texas of
gl%proximataly $867 million dollars.

is figure is similar to our estimate of
a $919 million increase in feed costs in
Texas, which corresponds to our worst
case scenario of a $1,38/bushel increase
in corn prices.’

As described in the previous sections,
the corn price increase attributable to
the RFS is likely to be much smaller.
Texas's own “95% of mean corn crop”
scenario predicts a change of only-

- $0.73/bushel as a result of the RFS

waivar, which would meke the impact
on the livestock industry even less than.
the $918 million calculated here.

(d) Fuel Price Impacts

The ISU model also predicts the
change in U.S. ethanol, gasoline, and

[n an {ncreass in demand for gasoline Over the one
yoar period for which this madel addresses fusl
price impacts, the mods) assumss gasoline
production is relatively inelastic and {mport
supplies are fixed, As a result, ihe increase in
gasoline demand is associated with s slight increase

blended fuel prices based on changes in
ethanol production volumes. The ISU
mode) assumes that both the demand
and supply of gesoline are relatively
inelastic. Therefore, reducing the
ethano! production levels will increase
gasoline demand and increasa gasoline
prices.?” Although the decrease in
ethano! demand is associated with a

" decrease in ethanol prices, the total

blended fuel price is dominated by the
change in gasoline price since it is a
mmuch larger portion of the fuel pool.
The ISU model predicts that the most
likely outcome is that waiving the RFS
mandate would have no impact on fuel
prices. The ISU modeling predicts that
the average impact across all modeled
scenarios is that waiving the RFS
mandate would increase blended fuel
prices by 3/10 of one cent. When
looking at the smaller subset of
instances in which the mandate is
binding, the average impact of granting
the waiver would be to increase blended
fuel prices by $0.01/gallon. Even in the
case where ethano) production volumes
change the most, the impact on blended
fuel prices would be no more than an
increase of $0.03/gallon.

in blended fuel prices. In 8 longar Uma frame, if the
supply of geaoline were more slaetic, it is possible
that we could get a different impact on blanded fuel
prices a8 a resuli of the waiver.
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granting the waiver would result in an
increase in gasoline demand by over
three billion gallons. Furthermore,
Urbanchuk estimates the percent change
in price relative to a percent change in
the quantity of U.S. gasoline supply. We
beliave this assumption overstates the
price impact, because it would be more
appropriate to estimate the price change
relative to a percent change in the world
gasoline supply. .

Verleger amf{ Chodorow use a very
different analytical approach to predict
that an increase in U.S. gasoline
praduction would lead to lower U.8.

asoline prices. Their paper assumes
that an RFS waiver would reduce
demand for ethanol by between 4.5 and
5.55 billion gallons in 2008 and 2008
respectively, and that the increased
demand for motor fuel would be made
up entirely by gasoline on an energy
equivalent basis. This would increase
crude oil demand so that gasoline
would replace ethanol. The increased
crude refining would produce mare
diesel fuel, which would reduce diesel
fuel prices by approximately $0,70/
gallon (15 percent). In turn, Verleger
and Chodorow assert that decreased
diesel prices would cause prices for
light sweet crude to decline by
appmximatahy $16/barrel (12 percent},
and that the decrease in crude prices
would lower finished motor gasoline
prices by approximately $0.15/gallon (4
percent).

This analysis depends on several
assumptions that we believe are likely
to be incorrect (or at least overstate the
potential impact of granting the waiver).
Verleger and Chodorow assume that
athanol is priced in the merket based on
its energy content in comparison to
gasoline; therefore on an energy
squivalent basis ethanol is currently
more expensive than gasoline. In reality,
sthanol has historically been priced
based on volume displacement of
gasoline and will be until it has to be
sold as E85 in Jarge quantities and E10
has saturated the U.S. gasoline market.
At that time, any additlonal ethanol will
be sold as en E85 blend, Today, we are
not at the point of E10 saturation,
therefore, on a volumetric basis, ethanol
is still cheaper than gasoline, We
baligve that the market will continue to
demand a higher quantity of ethanol
than the mandate under most future
market conditions. Thus, even if the
Verleger and Chodorow paper were
directionally correct, the magnitude of
the impact would be significently
overstated.

The second major assumption In the
Vorleger and Chodorow paper that we
believe is not accurete is the proposition
that current high crude ol prices are

caused by high diesael fuel prices. While

.there appears to be evidence that tight

distillate markets are contributing to
higher world crude oil demand and
crude ofl prices,*! crude oil prices are

a function of supply end demand for
cruds oil and specifically the demand of
all the products made from it, not just
diesel fuel. Without this questionable
assumption by Verleger and Chodorow,
their projected increass in demand for
crude oi] would likely increase crude ofl
prices and prices for both gasoline and
diese! fuel, thus reversing the
conclusion of their study that increasing
diese] production would decrease crude
oil prices.

Empirically, diese! prices have risen
along with diese! consumption over the
last few years. Verleger and Chodorow
attempt to quantify this effect through
the use of regression analysis over a
limited time period for one market.
Such a regression cannot determine the
causation, and its use may have
numerous other technical problems. We
therefore bel{eve this relationship is
unsupported,

3. Summary of Technical Analysis

For the 2008/2008 corn crop
marketing year, our analysis shows that
the likelthood that the RFS will
determine etheno! demand in the U.S. is
low, and that the most likely result is
that the RFS would have no impact on
ethanol demand. Furthermore, our
analysis shows that potential changes in
U.S. corn and fuel prices resulting from
a waiver would have st most a limited
impact on the food, feed, and fuel
markets, - '

V1. Other Issues

EPA received comment on several
areas of concern, in addition to the
economic impact of the RFS mandate,
Comments wera received on the generel
{mpacts of biofuels, the environmental
impacts of RFS, the effect that grenting
or denying the walver request would
have on commodity markets, and the
impact of granting a waiver on the
future of ethanol production in the U.S,
Although this section summarizes and
provides genera! responses to the
comments concerning these issues, EPA
notes that several of the.issues are either
not relevant to EPA's consideration of
the current waiver request or do not
provide a full record by which to

_ analyze the issue.

a hup://ww.loa.au/w/boolc.:ho
add.aspxidm602. .

1. General Impacts of Recent Increase in
Biofuels

Many commenters focused on the
recent increase in corn prices from
approximately $2.00 in 2005 to almost
$8.00 this spring. Most of the
commenters stated that biofuels have
contributed to the recent increase in
U.S. corn prices, although estimates of
the magnitude of this impact varied.
Commenters referencing Dr. joe
Glauber, Chief Economist at the USDA,
in testimony presented before the
Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources in the U.S. Senate, noted
estimates that incrossed ethano}
preduction in the U,S, has raised U.S.
corn prices by approximately $0.24/
bushel in the 2006/2007 time frame (9
Borcent) and approximately $0.65/

ushe! in the 2007/2008 (18 percent)
timeframe. Alternatively, in a report
prepared for Kraft Foods Global Inc,, Dr.
Keith Collins suggests that the increase
in U.S. blofuels since 2006/7 has
{ncreased U.S. corn prices by a larger
amount, with a range of 2993 10 60%
(EPA-HQ-OAR~-2008-0380-0514.2).
While EPA recognizes that there has
been a large increase in corn prices that
has coincided with the recent expansion
of biofuels, the individual contribution
of the RFS mandate has been much
smaller. A number of factors have
contributed to the recent increase in
corn prices, such as foreign demand for
coarse grains, sustained drought in
major international crop producing
regions, and historically high energy
prices.

In a similar vein, comments and
supporting analyses generally agreed
that the recent increase in U.S. biofuels
production has increased food prices in

"the U.S., although the magnitude of this

impact varied throughout the
comments, Collins suggested that if
biofuels accounted for 80% of the
increase in corn and soybean prices
betwsen the 2008/2007 marketing year
and expected 2008/2008 levels, food
ingredient costs would be
approximately $20.5 billion higher. In
turn, ingredient costs will be passed on
in higher meat and food prices to U.S,
consumers. In total, Collins predicts that
increased biofuels will increase U.S.
food prices by approximately 1.8%. The
1.8% increase is a 23-25% increase in
the normal rate of food price inflation in
a two to three year period. Alternatively,
Purdue Unjversity Extension suggests
that for the year 2007, the {ncreased use
of biofuels have increase food costs by
approximately $15 billion compared to

the 2005 crop year.s2 At the low end of

2 EPA-HO-0OAR~-2008-0380-057¢.
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OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND
EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The Honorable Jim Webb

United States Senator

222 Central Park Avenue, Suite 120
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462

REF: Germano #602190
Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of October 1. 2009, to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on behalf of your constituent, . A , regarding issues related to
imported drywall. The U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commuission (CPSC) is the lead federal
agency on all matters pertaining to the drywall investigation. EPA will forward your
constituent's letter to CPSC.

EPA has contributed scientific expertise to help decipher the mechanisms associated with
the drywall that are causing indoor air issues. In support of CPSC, the EPA has tested drywall
samples and has conducted air monitoring in six homes in Florida and Louisiana. This effort
was an attempt to identify the causative agent(s) of concern. The data from our testing has been
reviewed by a federal and state technical team led by CPSC. The Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC), the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), EPA, the
Florida Department of Health (FLDOH), the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals
(LADHH), and the Virginia Department of Health (VADOH) are represented on this technical
team. The testing results were released on October 29, 2009, and these results can be accessed at
http.//'www.drywallresponse.gov.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Amy Hayden, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations,

at (202) 564-0555.

Mathy Stan#slaus
Assistant Administrator

Sincerely,

Intemet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegestable Oil Based Inks on 100% Pastconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



. JIM WEBB 0 W/ SHINGTON OFFICE:
VIRGINIA WASHINGTON, DC 20510
{202} 224-4024
COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES ﬁ 4 m
CoMMITTEE ON nited States Denate
FOREIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605

COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE October 1, 2009

Mr. Stephanie N. Daigle

Executive Director

Environmental Protection Agency
1225 New York Avenue, Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20005

Dear Mr. Daigle:

Enclosed is correspondence from my constituent in reference to a matter involving your
agency.

Please give this letter every appropriate consideration and review my constituent’s case in
accordance with all rules, regulations and laws applicable to your agency. Your immediate
attention and expeditious assistance would be greatly appreciated.

Please reply in duplicate to my 222 Central Park Ave. # 120, Va, Beach, Va. 23462,
Attn:Jeanne Evans, Regional Representative (757-518-1678 or Jeanne_Evans@webb.senate.gov)
office and return the enclosure. In your reply, please reference Germano # 602190.

Thank you so much for your assistance to my constituent.

Sincerelf,
L

Webb
ited States Senator

With warm regards, I remain

JW: je
Enclosure



UKKICE OF SENATOR JIM WEBB
Information/Privacy Release/Constituent Service Inquiry Form

The Privacy Act of 1974 is a federal law designed to protect you from any unauthorized use and
exchange of personal information by federal agencies. Any information that a federal agency has on file
regarding your dealings with the United States government may not, with a few exceptions, be given to another
agency or Member of Congress without your written permission. Family members, friends, or other interested
parties generally may not authorize on your behalf the release of information covered by the Privacy Act.

I'would like help resolving an issue with the following federal agency:

|

J— '.*Ele””'d“?f?é?ifhﬁi’i@@ﬂfm%ftfhj}b'liEféi'?jﬁé&t"ihg-as.'sibiahc'é:;i-’itii' 2y siupporting documentation:

w»ﬁb

Use back for wditlonal information and details

* I hereby request the assistance of the Office of Senator Jim Webb to resolve the matter described above.
| authorize Senator Webb staff to receive any information that they may need to provide this assistance.
The information I have provided to the Office of Senator Jim Webb is true and accurate to the best of
- my knowledge and belief. The assistance I have requested from Senator Webb’s offics is in no way an attempt

to evade or violate any federal, state, or local law.
1

. 2
SIGNED:_, _ | W(}%& DATE:_Zi22.0 %
Name: (please print) ) W - 2 Dateof Birth: W

-

Address: :

" City: /LjOteoCaC’ﬁ State: /4 ' Zip: 03 5/(?

Home#'wm Work #, Wﬂfé Tocell# ,\4}(2/2(/7% ,

E-mail Address:___ \ —

Case Number, SSN or Other 'Idenltifyi_ng Information:____ W é

Please Return To
Office of Senator Jim Webb

222 Central Park Ave,
Suite 120
Virginia Beach, VA 23462
757-518-1674 (p) 757-518-1679 (fax).

While [ am happy to work on your behalf, as a matter of Congressional courtesy, my general policy is
to avoid working on constituent cases currently being handled by other Senators or House members
from Virginia. Having multiple offices working on the same matter may cause delays in the resolution
of your case, thus I encourage you to continue working with that member,
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Evans, Jeanne (Webb)

From: , m%

Sent:  Tuesday, September 22, 2009 10:31 AM

To: Evans, Jeanne (Webb); Kaitlan Parker; Mcintyre, Betsy (Warner)
Cc: Colleen Stephens

Subject: Congrass action?

We are now 9 months into this fiasco. { have lost everything, my house, personal belongings, and health. | have
30 documented Dr visits since moving into the house in June 2006. | am broke! | have gone through $40,000 of
savings to stay afloat and re-establish somewhat of a "home" and office.

What do we need to get the government's attention?

| have been paying taxes for 45 years! | served my country in the Army Nurse Corps. | am angry....this has gone
on way too long!

| have been in excrutiating pain for 1.5 years. Many days are spent in tears as | try to do my job. My life has
been totally compromised.

When this "finally" hits the national media.....the government is not going to look good! And it WILL hit the
national media....it is a "boil" festering....and will explode!

We need action....now!

Thank you,

yongp

6/22/2009
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Evans, Jeanne (Webb)

From: e , N

Sent:  Tuesday, September 22, 2009 11:50 AM

To: Evans, Jeanne (Webb), Kaitlan Parker; Mcintyre, Betsy (Warner)

Subject: Frustration!

I want to apologize for my "outburst’. | am so disappointed in our government. They have allowed this toxic stuff
into our country, and are now ignoring the fact that is is devouring homes,families, and lives.

So many of us have had our lives destroyed by chinese drywall. You cannot even imagine what it has done to us.

| am wiped out emotionally, physically, and financially. Qur government has failed to "protect us"....and that is its
job.

Sadly,
an ianored Amarican Citizen.

9/22/2009
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510
{202) 224-4024

JIM WEBB
VIRGINIA

AIED SERVIRS c
ConrTee on Mnited Dtates Denate
FOREIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605

COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE January 13, 2010

Ms. Joyce K. Frank

Acting Associate Administrator for
Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.-W,

Room 3426 ARN

Washington, DC 2005

Ms. Frank

Enclosed is correspondence from my constituent in reference to a matter involving your
agency.

Please give this letter every appropriate consideration and review my constituent’s casc in
accordance with all rules, regulations and laws applicable to your agency. Your immediate
attention and expeditious assistance would be greatly appreciated.

Please reply in duplicate to my Hampton Roads office at 222 Central Park Ave., #120,
Va. Beach, Va. 23462, Attn; Jeanne Evans, Regional Representative (757-518-1678 or

Jeanne_Evans@webb.senate.gov) office and return the enclosure. In your reply, please reference
Harry #602296.

Thank you so much for your assistance to my constituent.

With warm regards, I remain

Slncere )'
ebb
nited States Senator
JW:je
Enclosure



~ OFSENATOR JIM WEBB

I;eiim,se/ Constituent Service Inquiry Form

' - -t hewclesigned to protect you from any unauthorized use and
/ The Privacy Act of 197 »a_._fpd“’l ggmicies. Any information that a federal agency has on file
exchar?ge of personal information ‘y.‘f:eder ¢ots pvernment may not, with a few exceptions, be given to another
regarding your dealings with th mwdstzr written permission. Family members, friends, or other interested
ag:tx;cy or M:lnfber of Cong‘i‘te'hss?{ : Ollfys ) pesdalf the relesse of information covered by the Privacy Act.
parties generally may not authorize on'yo .
e Y . p,m.g ar issue with the following federal agency:

s (30 YV - / Vg

A

f woﬁlé Iikc dep »
""" Please describe the situation fo} Wtiélt yo¥ \aw requesting assistance with any supporting documentation:

»

e 3 4 R -

. -
> al

£ fe rg.l{" t_A_/{

A

ym——
L d

Use back for adlirfonal dnfornation.end detalls

ce of the Oz of Senator Jim Webb to resolve the matter described above.
ive any infirmation1 thst they may need to provide this assistance.
ded to the Offsce cf Sermtor Jirn Webb is true and accurate to the best of
e ] haveranuested fre  “~mator prb‘srd" ffice is in no way an attempt

=2 DATE 2 etsher oo

____uateor Birth ___‘ /Z)CWW

- Plogaws Return To
ffice off Senator Jim Webb
222 Qlamiral P ark Ave.
' Site 120
o iPys, Virgini Beach, VA 23462 7
wme {arn hapgy o wofk onyour “S18-1674.(p) 757-518-1679 (fax)-
ur
to avoid working on constituent Casbez Alf, as aymutter of Congressional courtesy, my general policy is
from Virginia. Having multiple Officq Currently bwing handled by other Senators or House members
of your case, thus I encourage yoy to 20W0.1'king'mktlhe Ssmﬁ: r}x:attex may cause delays in the resolution
ntinue war-king with that member,

R .



A~ fO-000 -2 Sfoon
sell our homt o We howt not had our home tested but w,ld Ilce *g

Kawt' 14 Jar\t- Some of ¢ht ..ﬂ:’n)‘ mypl:'j“»ar.r «u br 4o /adL fer ‘g

.% ,(,,b"fmf, w‘\."cl) W A‘N AQO‘ e j ef i+ SQ’V"CPJ "'W('Cé Jrac MOV
i~ Sepreebtr 2007, and [k 4 buent of nsed Frewnrk smell which w /
.SMC“ 'AN Jom € d7£ On? foomT., m7 "V"fo «nd tho JOn_y “LM q:r,ﬁ‘.‘.\a 4,\‘/
H.. M ’Je en F/an‘l\ﬁ b\’ﬁ morL aff-er\ . W‘ﬂ AM A.umr ‘4‘7 d’\f"\f )
ond i W TEh abont health probltms. We canrt affogd 1y 7

rey
e Mrk‘jajc“q—ml rent to mw~¢ ont dff/WV"kMo Wc wa.\,/o[
grwv\y CPPTEUME yowr andistance in tha's maiser.




A 1000 -2 ¢t

g 1 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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MAR 1 7 2010
OFFICE OF
SOULID WASTE AND
The Honorable Jim Webb EMERGENCY RESPONSE

United States Senator
222 Central Park Avenue, Suite 120
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462

REF: Harry #602296
Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of January 13, 2010, to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on behalf of your constituent, .regarding issues related to
imported drywall. I appreciate your interest and concern on behalf of your constituent.

The U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) is the lead federal agency on all
matters pertaining to drywall investigations. Although CPSC is the lead federal agency, EPA has
provided some of the scientific support to our federal and state partners to understand the
specific agents that are contributing to, or potentially causing, this problem.

Your constituent may be interested in the interim drywall identification guidance released
on January 28, 2010 by CPSC and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
Also, HUD announced that homeowners with Federal Housing Administration-insured
mortgages experiencing problems associated with problem drywall may be eligible for assistance
to rehabilitate their properties. HUD’s Community Development Block Grant Program may also
help local communities combat the problem. Ms. Shantae Goodloe is the primary HUD point of
contact, and she may be reached at (202) 708-0685.

If your constituent has additional questions or concerns, he may contact the CPSC
through its web site, http://www.cpsc. gov/info/drywall/index.html or by phone at 1-800-638-
2772.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Carolyn Levine, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations, at (202) 564-1859.

Sincerely,

Assistant Administrator

Internet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Posiconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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JIM WEBB / MJMZ %S" ' WASHINGTON OFFICE:

WAasSHINGTON, OC 20510

VIRGINIA (202) 2244024
R -
ARMED {{
ot on Mnited States Senate
FOREIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605

COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

JOIN! ECONOMIC COMMITTEE August 22, 2012

Mr. David Mclntosh

Associate Administrator for Congressional and Governmental Relations
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue - Room 3426 ARN

Washington, DC 20460-0002

Dear Mr. Mclntosh:

Enclosed is correspondence from my constituent in reference to a matter involving your
agency.

Please give this letter every appropriate consideration and review my constituent’s case in
accordance with all rules, regulations and laws applicable to your agency. Your immediate
attention and expeditious assistance would be greatly appreciated.

Please reply in duplicate to my 507 East Franklin Street Richmond, Virginia 23219 office
and return the enclosure. In your reply, please reference NEIE/Jeremy Feldbusch.

Thank you so much for your assistance to my constituent.

With warm regards, I remain

.': Webb
nited States Senator

JW:dh
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3100 New Rent Highway
Servive isalled Veteran Qwied Quinten, V4 2314)
Ithane: (BI4) 932.8412

Fux (804) 932-5415

To: Senator Jim Weﬁb From: _ Jeremy Feldbusch

Company: Date: 8/21/2012

FAX Number: _ 804-771-8313 Pages: 5 including cover

Phone Number: RE: Immediate Assistance Requested

X Urgent CUFor Review O Please Comment O Please Reply
MESSAGE:

I am writing to you seeking IMMEDIATE assistance from your office regarding the
unfounded allegations and potential debarment of our company by the USEPA, an
agency which our company has never conducted business with. The attached document
fully outlines the magnitude of our situation. As a result of this matter we will potentially
lose the majority of our contracts as well as most of our current employees. If this matter
is not resolved expeditiously our company will be forced to clase its doors permanently.

Plesse contact me directly at (724) 840-9261 or Dean Hohman who is one of the other
owners at (804) 932-8412 EXT: 14 with any questions. We will be glad to assist in any
way that we can or provide any additional information that you may require. This is an
urgent matter that does require immediate attention. Your response and follow up with
us will be greatly appreciated!!”

Thank you in advance.
Jeremy W. Feldbusch

Managing Member, President
NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC.
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E NEIE MEDICAL WASTE SERVICES, LL.C

A Service-Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Business

8/21/2012

Senator Jim Webb

507 East Franklin Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Phone: 804-771-2221
Fax: 804-771.8313

Re: NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC Proposed for Debarment — Immedjate Action
Reguested

Dear Senator Webb,

My name is Jeremy W, Feldbusch arid I am the President, member, and majority owner of NEIE
Medical Waste Services L1.C (NEIE MWS).

I am the First National spokesperson for Wounded Warrior Project (WWP). I am also & founding
member of WWP. Iam a 100% disabled combat wounded veteran, I was injured serving as an
Army Ranger with the 3rd Battalion, 75th Ranger Regiment in Iraq.

[ was awarded the Champien of Change Award for 2011 from Pregident Obama for my advocacy
in veteran's issues and for building a successful business.

On June 10, 2011, James A. Coleson, my trusted business partner, friend, and founding member
of NEIE Medical Waste passed away. The death of James A, Coleson left me and Dean Hohman,
the remaining owners, with some uncertainty as we were not fully aware of everything James
Coleson was doing day-to-day.

Recently, while trying to update the System for Award Management System (SAM) after an
ownership change within NEIE MWS it was discovered that we were being proposed for
debarment as of 8/2/12 by USEPA an Agency we have NEVER conducted business. This came
as a complete surprise. | immediately stopped the SAM gystem update and reached out to our
attomey. According to the SAM System the proposed date for debarment was 8/2/2012;
however, NEIE MWS did not receive a notice of this proposed action nor the alieged reasons for
the debarment until 8/20/2012 via certified mail.

3100 New Kent Highway Quinton, VA 23141 ¢ Tele: (804) 932-8412 ¢ Fax: (804) 932-8415
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We attempted repeatedly to contact USEPA to find out why NEIE MWS was being proposed for
debarment but were unable to find out why. We were not notified for 18 days as to the charges
elleged against our company, however; during this time we have been prohibited from bidding
on new contracts and prohibited from receiving option year awards for our current contracts
without knowing the basis why or being allowed to defead our Company.

On 8/20/2012 we received a package in the mail addressed tc W NEIE MWS
certified v*4 = “return receipt” from the USPS. This package was from USEPA Debarment
Official. ‘ is NOT an employce, owner or authorized representative of NEIE MWS
so we could not understand why the package was address to him. Upon review of the package it
was discovered NEIE Medical Waste Services was being proposed for debarment because
USEPA claims our company and NEIE, Inc. are affiliated, which they are NOT. I reached out to
Chris Coleson who is the current owner of NEIE, Inc. and informed him we were proposed for
debarment because of NEIE, Inc.

Chris Coleson is the son of Mr. James A. Coleson. James A. Coleson was the previous owner of
both NEIE, Inc. and NEIE MWS and at the time while James A. Coleson was alive the
businesses were affiliated but today this is N/ I~=rertha case. Chris informed me that he

believed that this action was taken by » of the USEPA as a result of the Small
Business Administration (SBA) Certificate of Competency (COC) evaluation related to NEIE,
Inc.

Due to this action taken by the USEPA we NEIE MWS are now i} a position where we are listed
on the Excluded Parties List System (EPLS) and listed as proposed for debarment in the SAM
system which is causing our company great harm and is resulting in our inability to renew
existing contracts and receive new contract awards, Ifthis issuc is not resolved by early
September we are now in jeopardy of?:

. Losing 63 of our current 79 contracts;

. Laying off 24 employees, cach who have families that rely on their employment with
NEIE MWS; and

. Losing $6.3M in contract value as a result of this unfounded action.

This action WILL bankrupt our company by September 30, 20121

Again, I am a 100% disabled combat wounded veteran and majority owner of NEIE Medical
Waeste Services, LLC a business that is NOT associated or affiliated with NEIE, Inc. in any way.

This contracting officer is alleging that I am not a service disabled veteran in control of my
business? She is WRONG! And she knows who I am as she has mentioned me by name in
several of her protests against NEIE, Inc.

3100 New Kent Highway Quinton, VA 23141 ¢ Tele: (804) 932-8412 ¢ Fax: (804) 932-8415
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August 2012

We are seeking IMMEDIATE essistance and support from our Congressional representatives in
this matter to reach out to the USEPA Debearment Official and resolve this matter expeditiously.
We want our company (NEIE Medical Waste Services) removed from this debarment process
immediately as we have NO association or affiliation with NEIE, Inc.

We are currently on the verge of losing our business and having to shut our doors permanently.
We have 63 contracts that CANNOT be renswed in September because of this action. We have
already lost 1 contract on August 17, 2012 as a result of the USEPA. We strongly feel that this
action taken by the USEPA is unwarranted and without merit. The Agency hes based their
assumption of affiliation because at ono time both companies majority owned by James Coleson
and some databages |ist NEIE Medical Waste Services as associated businesses which they are
NOT.

Honored by the White House in November as a Champion of Change, then bankrupted by the
very administration that gave out that award? The media would have a field day. In 2007 when |
started NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC with James A. Coleson, I was looking forward to
building this small business. We have built a great business.

EPA cor'1 very well dgstroy my business in the next few weeks If this action is not removed,
Lastly, ! d;‘b of USEPA knows who 1 am and that I am a 100% combat wounded
veteran and majorny owner .1 NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC. She knaws I am the First
National Spokesperson for Wounded Warrior Project and also kngws I was honored at the
Whitehouse. This contracting officer knowingly omitted my information from the debarment
panel in her zeal to place us on the list. She knows [ am a 100% combat wounded veteran and
majority owner of NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC,

In an attempt to harm Chris Coleson and my deceased business partner James A. Coleson, she
willingly left out information regarding my ownership in NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC.
Information she is fully aware of! The contentious relationship over the past few years with the
Coleson's and this contracting officer is no secret. | am however saddened that this contracting
officer has willingly omitted information about ME. She apparently mentioned my name and
accomplishments in a recent COC application to the SBA for NEIE, Inc. although I am not an
owner in that company. This contracting officer’s actions, and willingness to leave out
information about my company, that she has readily available, should demonstrate how intent
she is on harming Chris Coleson at other people’s expense. .

. knows that I am a 100% disabled combat wounded veteran and majority owner
of NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC a business that is NOT associated or affiliated with
NEIE, Inc. in any way.

3100 Now Kont Highway Quinton, VA 23141 ¢ Tele: (804) 932-8412 ¢ Fax: (804) 932-8415
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August 2012

I am the First National spokesperson for Wounded Watrlor Project (WWP). I am also a founding
member of WWP. Iam a 100% disabled combat wounded veteran.

We are currently submitting a petition to the USEPA to demonstrate that we, NEIE Medical
Waste Services, ARE NOT affilisted in any way with NEIE, Inc. and we need your assistance to
ensure there is prompt attention to our case so that we can be removed from this debarment
proceeding. If action is not taken right away we will lose almost ALL of business by carly
September and be forced to lay off almost our entire staff.

Respectfully Submitted,

Gi=

Jeremy W. Feldbusch
Managing Member/President
NEIE Medical Waste Services, LLC

CC: Congressman Babby Scott
Lisa Jackson - BPA Administrator -
Alisha Johnson - EPA.
David Bloomgren — EPA

3100 New Kent Highway Quinton, VA 23141 ¢ Tele: (804) 932-8412 ¢ Fax: (804) 932-8415
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U. S. SENATE FAX

Darryl Holt

Fleld Representative

Jim Webb 507 E. Franklin Street
United States Senator Richmond, VA 23219

Virginia Phone: (804) 771-2221
hupy//webb.senate.gov Pax: (BO4) 771-8313

Darryl_Holt@Webb.Senate.gov
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’ 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M 8 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
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OFFICE OF
ADMINISTRATION
AND RESOURCES

MANAGEMENT

The Honorable Jim Webb
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-4605

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter dated August 22, 2012, on behalf of your constituent, Mr. Jeremy
Feldbusch, the President and majority owner of NEIE Medical Waste Services, LL.C (NEIE
MWS). Mr. Feldbusch expressed concern about a Notice of Proposed Debarment that I issued
against his company.

As the Environmental Protection Agency’s Suspension and Debarment Official. [ am responsible
tor issuing suspension and debarment decisions to protect the federal government’s business
interests. On August 2, 2012, I issued a Notice of Proposed Debarment under the Federal
Acquisition Regulation against NEIE Inc, and Christopher Coleson, a member of NEIE, Inc.
based on evidence that NEIE, Inc. and Christopher Coleson made false representations to the
IEPA. These representations attested to the involvement of James Coleson, the founder of NEIE.
Inc. and a service-disabled veteran, in connection with a request for proposals under a Service
Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Business set-aside program. The record indicates that after
James Coleson’s death on June 10, 2011, NEIE, Inc. and Christopher Coleson continucd to claim
status under this program, representing that James Coleson continued to own and manage NEIE,
Inc.

I also included NEIE MWS in my Notice of Proposed Debarment as an atfiliate of NEIE, Inc.
and Christopher Coleson under the FAR authority to extend a debarment to contractor
“affiliates.” The evidence in the record as of August 2, 2012 showed that Christopher Coleson
controlled, or had the power to control, both NEIE, Inc. and NEIE MWS, and that the companies
share a common business address.

On or about August 29, 2012, I received a letter from William Hughes, Esquire, the attorney
representing NEIE MWS. At his request, | expedited the review process, and based on the
additional ¢vidence provided, made an informed decision to terminate the proposed debarment of
NEIE MWS. NEIE MWS is now eligible to be awarded new contracts and otherwise participate
in federal assistance programs.

Intermet Address (URL) e http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable e Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



Again thank you for your letter. If you have any further questions, please contact Christina
Moody in the EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at
(202) 564-0260.

Sincerely,

ichard A, Pelletier
Suspension and Debarment Official
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JIM WERE 'WASHINGTON OFFICE:
VIRQINIA . WasHinaran, OC 20810
(202) 2244024
COMMITTEE ON

“COMMITIEE ON. Bhnited States Senate

FOREIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 208104605
COMMITTER ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE June 11, 2009

Mr. Stephanie N, Daigle

Executive Director

Environmental Protection Agency
1225 New York Avenue, Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20005 '

Fax #: 202-501-1519
Dear Mr. Daigle:

This letter is sent on behalf of my constituent, W about whom I have
previously written,

- has expressed disagreement with the response of Craig E, Hooks, Acting

Assistant Administrator in the office of Administration and Resources Management, and has

outlined the points on which there is such disagreement. For your convenience, I have enclosed
letter to me and, additionally, a copy of Mr, Hooks’ ongmal response. In addition, I

have enclosed a copy of Wﬁ signed Privacy Release.

I would appreciate your reviewing my constituent’s additional concerns in
accordance with all rules, regulations, and laws applicable to your agency. Please send your
response to the attention of my Regional Representative, Gwen Sigda, at 1501 Lee Highway,
Suite 130, Arlington, VA 22209. She may also be reached by phone at 703-807-0581, by fax at

703-807-5198, or by e-mail at gwen_sigda@webb.senate.gov.
With kindest regards, I am

Smcerel

ebb
nited States Senator

TW: gs
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May 27, 2009

Senator Jim Webb

Northern Virginie Reglonal Office
1501 Lee Highway

Suite 130

Arlington, Virginia 22202

Dear Senator Webb:

I have received your letter of May 6 pertaining to my complaint of discrimination,
harassment and endangerment. I have also had someone else review it

Once aggin, the detailed charges 1 have submitted to you, with documentation, were not
addressed at all. In fact they (EPA) appesr to be fearful to address the complaint. You
will notice that the letter was signed again by an administrative assistant and not
investigated by any responsible official.

The prior letter wﬁs also signed by an administrative clerk. It is quite clear that
management is trying to distance itself from the issue.

There is no attempt to explain a deceptive termination letter glven to me using the name
of an EPA employse without her permission or knowledge; no attempt to explain the
harassment and the abusive use of the security guard against a 69 year old diabetic—in
short, they have not replied to the complaint.

The SEE program is a federally funded program for seniors. Any violations under that
program should be taken seriously and investigated. EPA officials should be able to have
a responsible official investigate my complaint, especially when the request comes from
the office of a United States senator, By directing clerks to answer your inquires,
management is obviously trying to hide from the {ssue.

I previously submitted a detailed package of documents to you. None of the information
in those documents has been addressed in any of the responses to the letters you have
received from the EPA. In fact, they have completelv Jxirted the information. For
instance, there is no mention in the letters as to why | abused her power and had
me (a 69 year old diabetic with medical problems) escorted out of the building by a
security guard, thereby misusing the security force for her own benefit.
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MAY ~ 1 2009
OFFICE OF
ADMINISTRATION
AND RESOURCES
The Honorable Jim Webb MANAGEMENT
United States Senator

1501 Lee Highway, Suite 130
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Senator Webb;

Thank you for your March 24, 2009 letter regarding your constituent,
ﬂf(/tg?ztg concerning the non-renewal of her annual enrollment agreement in
tho Senior Environmental Employment (SEE) Program.

The SEE Program provides an opportunity for retired and unemployed older
Americans age 55 and over to share thelr expertise with the EPA. We take pride in this
program that provides older workers with an opportunity to remain active by using their
skills in meaningful environmental programs,

the Office of Administration and Resources Management, . was selected to
participate as a SEE enrollee pursuant to the terms and conditions ot an Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Cooperative Agreement with the National Older Worker
Career Center (NOWCC).

EPA appropriately reviewed the issues raised by Wregarding the non-
renewal of her annual enrollment agreement with the NOWCC. Specifically, under her
signed enrollment agreement (enclosed) she is not considered a federal government
employee. The enrollment agreement stated that her assignment would begin on
September 30, 2007 and expire no later than September 29, 2008. The NOWCC notified

Won September 12, 2008 that her last day in the Program would be
September 30, 2008 and reminded her that the SEE assignments are temporary in nature,
Based on the action of the NOWCC, they followed the appropriate policy and procedures
for enrollment and non-renewal of SEE assignments.

As stated in 6ur January 16, 2009 letter signed by the Assist%t Administrator for

: internet Address (URL) « hitp.//www.epa.gov
Recyclad/Racyclable « Frinted with Vegelabie Oll Based inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Poatconsumer)
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The responses you receive are completely generic, without any substance. Any abuses in
the SEE program, either by discriminatory policy or abusive management deserve
accurate responses, not generic evasive answers.

mmumwmmmuma 0nly senenc responses are

O3y 1181 158 SDUSINY I PSS A0 No one AVESLISALINS 13 DUR g 1 § 1

Once again, [ am requesting that the matter be properly investigated and that your office
be given serious, and not evasive answers. Again, it is hard to believe that they can adopt
such a cavalier attitude toward & senator.

Thank you again for your assistance,

Qincerely,

B ks
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OFFICE OF SENATOR JIM WEBB
Information/Privacy Releasge

The Privacy Act of 1974 is a federal law designed to protect you from any unauthorized
use and exchange of personal information by federal agencles. Any information that a federal
agency has an file regurding your dealings with the United States govemment may not, with a
faw exceptions, be given to another agency or Member of Congress without your written
permission. Family members, friends, or other intorested partles generally may not authérize on
your behalf the release of Information covered by the Privacy Act.

Plaase desctibe the sltuation for which you are requesting assistance:

Termination @E la t as an loyed under the Senior Environmsntal B,

am ot the EPA on 15, 3008. Deta), e Jaini were s in
, I was rclmnd r discriminatory reasons, and harassed the day I was released so

that my health i d ¢mlo had 30 mi leave—co me

a nomﬁ‘gzmiam Idrcdin m plau. Tama .s'euior _lgpanlc |

I hereby request the a.ssistmoe of the Offlos of Senator Jim Webb to resolve the matter
describsd above. I suthorize Senator Webb and his steffto reccive any information that they may
need to provide this assistance.

The information I have provided to the Office of Senator Jim Webb is true and accurate

to the best of my knowledge and belief, The assistance I have requested from Senator Webb's
office is in no way an mmpt to evade or violste any federul, state, or local law.

SIGNBD:__ .. — __DATE  01/07/09

</
Name: (please print)_, W___,Dm of Birth: __ W
N IV

City: Arlington Sente;_Yirginia  Zip: 42202

Day Telephont W,.__vaing Tolephons;
~ E-mail Address; W

FPederal Agenoy Involved:  EPA
Case Number (if applicable):

While | am happy to work on your behalf, as a matter of Cangressional courtesy, my general polloy Is to
avold working on conatittient cases cumently being handled by olher Senators or House members from

Viginis. Having multiple offices working on the same matter may causs deisys In the resolution of yeur
case, thus ] encourage you o continue working with thet member.
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W' <he chooses, may pursue recourse with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) should she believe the issues expressed in her letter
involve discrimination.

. Again, thank you for your letteg

Sincerely,

I

Craig E, Hooks
Acting Assistant Administrator

Enclosure
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The Honorable Jim Webb

United States Senator
1501 Lee Highway, Suite 130
Arlington, VA 22209

Lemere

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your June 11, 2009 letter regarding your constituent, 4
W ~oncerning the non-renewal of her annual enrollment agreement in the Senior
Environmental Employment (SEE) Program.

I want to assure you that the concerns raised by : Whave been reviewed
by senior Agency officials, and we believe that we have address the matter in our prior
correspondence to your office dated January 16, 2009, and May 1, 2009. You can obtain
additional information about ,ZM ; trom the National Older Worker Career Center
(NOWCC), located at 3811 North Fairfax Drive, Suite 900, Arlington, Virginia 22203.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me
or your staff may call Carolyn Levine at (202) 564-5200.

Sincerely,

yce K. Frank
Acting Associate Administrator

Intemet Addrass (URL) s http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyciable » Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer)



JIM WEBB WASHINGTON OFFICE:

VIRGINIA WasHinaToN, DC 20510
(202) 2244024

COMMITTEE ON
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COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE October 2, 2009

Mr. Stephanie N. Daigle

Executive Director

Environmental Protection Agency
1225'New York Avenue, Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20005

Dear Mr. Daigle:

Enclosed is correspondence from my constituent in reference to a matter involving your
agency.

Please give this letter every appropriate consideration and review my constituent’s case in
accordance with all rules, regulations and laws applicable to your agency. Your immediate
attention and expeditious assistance would be greatly appreciated.

Please reply in duplicate to my 222 Central Park Ave., # 120, Va. Beach, Va. 23462,
Atin:Jeanne Evans, Regional Representative (757-518-1678 or Jeanne_Evans@webb.senate.gov)
office and return the enclosure. In your reply, please reference Anderson # 602191,

Thank you so much for your assistance to my constituent.

With warm regards, I remain
Smcere

Webb
ited States Senator

JW: je
Enclosure



vrriICE OF SENATOR JIM WEBB

Information/Privacy Release/Constituent Service Inquiry Form

The Privacy Act of 1974 is a federal law designed to protect you from any unauthorized use and
exchange of personal information by federal agencies. Any information that a federal agency has on file
regarding your dealings with the United States government may not, with a few exceptions, be given to another
agency or Member of Congress without your written permission. Family members, friends, or other interested
parties generally may not authorize on your behalf the release of information covered by the Privacy Act.

I would like help resolving an issue with the follawmg Jfederal agency:

_E_E:MP\ CPsc |, Cades an

Pleaeo descrzbe the s:tuatzon forwluclz vou dre Fegliesting assistance with anv supnnrnna dnmmmtauon

~—— ' e

I hereby request the assistance of the Office of Senator Jim Webb to resolve the matter described above.

I authorize Senator Webb staff to receive any information that they may need to provide this assistance.
The information [ have provided to the Office of Senator Jim Webb is true and accurate to the best of
my knowledge and belief. The assistance I have requested from Senator Webb's office is in no way an attempt

to evade or vio'~te env fadaral. state, or local law.

SIGNED:_ o« .. W? | DATE: 9/’73/0?

Name: (please print; e _MW —_Dateof Birth:__ /W; )

o , o
Address:____. W

City; Nwﬂ)(’ NM State:__ |4 Zip:. K360
Cens:: o _HCHTE

Home ] _ Work #:

E-mail Address: L W
17

Case Number, SSN or Other Iden'tifying Information:

Please Return To
Office of Senator Jim Webb

222 Central Park Ave.
Suite 120 ‘
Virginia Beach, VA 23462
757-518-1674 (p) 757-518-1679 (fax).

While | am happy to work on your behalf, as a matter of Congressional courtesy, my general policy is
to avoid working on constituent cases currently being handled by other Senators or House members
from Virginia. Having multiple offices working on the same matter may cause delays in the resolution
of your case, thus I encourage you to continue working with that member.



OFFICE OF SENATOR JIM WEBB

Information/Privacy Release/Constituent Service Inquiry Form

| would like help with the following Federal Agencies: FEMA, CPSC, ICE, US Department of
Health

Please describe the situation for which you are requesting assistance with an su ortin
documentation: Our Townhouse located at . «@ﬂ'em pf (—a
that was purchased in August 2006, was bunlt with Chlnese drywall. The builder was Atlantic
Homes L.L.C. Upon leaming about the possibility of our home having the Toxic Chinese
Drywall we had our home tested by Art Greason - Toxic Drywall Investigations (see attached
Business Card). Mr. Greason took a sample, checked all three levels and the Attic for other
signs/presence of Chinese Drywall. Chinese Drywall and the effects of the Toxic Drywall was
found on all three level and also in the Attic. In the Attic he found the corrosion on the Air
Conditioner Coils which has bean identified as-a major indicator of Chinese Drywall.

We contacted Atlantic Homes about the Chinese Drywall, after several calls and threat of legal
action; Atlantic Homes finally returned our calls and made an appointment for some inspector
form their company to check our home. The Atlantic Homes Inspector indicated that we have
Chinese Drywall and they look at the areas where Mr. Greason had checked, they did not take
any independent samples. They asked questions about when did we first notice problems
associated with the drywall, | provided them details on the Electrical problems, Air Conditioning
and Health problems we have encountered since being in the house. | dld not have any
headaches and/or respiratory problem while on vacation, upon return to our house my health
problems return.

We have retained a lawyer to seek resolution from the builder, since the Atlantic Homes is
reluctant to do anything about the Chinese Drywall. Please see the attached letter that Atlantic
Homes sent to one of our neighbors that also has the Toxic Chinese Drywall in their home.

Our dilemma is that our home is now practically worthless. We are still required to pay the
mortgage, maintain homeowners insurance on a home with little to no value. Another home
owner in our development indicated that thru their research that similar homes in Florida with
Chinese drywall are now worth approximately 30K, this not a good situation for a new home that
cost over 250K to purchase.

Attached are the documents that we have to sustain our claim/request for assistance. The
sample of drywall also been sent for scientific testing by our attorney.and at this point we don't
have the findings of the Toxic chemical levels present in our sample.

Senator Webb, as a retired Army Office and my Wife is a survivor of the 9/11 attack on the
World Trade Center (tower #2), we request your assistance in getting resolution and relief on
property tax assessments and future help with medical care needed associated with exposure
to Chinese Drywall. As a retired veteran, hoping to come back on active duty a retiree recall to
continue my support of the Global war on Terrorism, | like would like to thanks you in advance



for your support of my wife, myself and all my neighbors’ in the Hollyemade Community affected
by the Chinese drywall. Please feel free to contact my wife Valerie at the contact info listed on
your original Information/Privacy Release/Constituent Service Inquiry Form.

Respecifully,

LTC, US Army Retired
TEP marat

H 15
Emai: W o



109#lgggs'z'urner Boulevard » Newport News, Virginia 23606 ¢ Telephone; (757) 594-8800 ¢ Fax (757) 595-8516

September 4, 2009

Den

Newport News, VA 23602

Des MW

We are responding to your recent notice, which is one of the first complaints we received
that may be associated with Chinese drywall. We recently learned, that the subcontractor we
used for the installation of the drywall in your homes, , had used drywall from
China. We had no idea at the time of installation or at the time that the homes were sold that
drywall from China had been used.

It has been reported that some of the drywall imported from China is possibly harmful,
and some is not. We have no idea if Chinese drywall was installed in your home and, if it was,
what the quality or amount of the drywall might have been.

" To assist us, could you forward test results and any anecdotal information you think
helpful to us at the above address as soon as possible? Could you also include information on
how best to contact you during the day for additional information or to gain access to your
home? We will need to research both the situation and possible resources prior to determining
how best to proceed and will appreciate your help in the process.

However, please be aware that Atlantic Homes, LLC has limited resources. We have
advised our insurance. carrier of the problem. It has not yet responded but we know from
litigation around the country that insurance carriers w1ll do everythmg in their power to deny
coverage .for this issue.

We know this situation is extremely upsetting to you, as it is to us. It appears we both
xj?pe victims, Please know we are anxious to work with you.

ncerely,

NC Contractors License #48389 Va. Contractors License #2705 050926A



MMUNITY ISSU

The Advisory Committee invites you to
attend the next Community meeting on
. Tuesday, April 28 at 7:00 pm at the
Mary Immaculate Health-and Resource
Center.

At the March 24 meeting, the
installation of mailbox shelters and
installation of a bridge at the ditch was
discussed. These items will be further
discussed at the next Committee
meeting. The installation of a
playground was also discussed. As a
result of the discussion, the Advisory
Committee would like to solicit
volunteers to serve on a “Playground
Committee” to poll homeowners and
determine what type of playground to
install that would best benefit the
community.

Pets are welcome in the Hollymeade
Village Community. However, it is
important to remember to bring the
necessary equipment to pick up after
your pets when walking them.

As the Hollymeade Village Community
grows, so does the need for everyone in
the neighborhood to be cautious of
children playing. Please be mindful of
your speed limit when driving through
the neighborhood.

As you may have noticed, the outside
lighting has been malfunctioning.

Management is in the process of getting
the lights repaired. The problem cannot
be fixed overnight, but we hope to have
the lights up and running within a few

days. VM
CHINESE 5

Some of you may have received a le;tgr
regardlng the Chinese Drywall in homes
built in 2004 to 2007. Jonathan
Skinner of McCale Development
reported that Atlantic Homes assures
him that NO Chinese Drywall was used
in building the homes at Hollymeade
Village.

MANA@R’% CORNEé _

As you may know, a fire occurred at
Hollymeade on March 9. According to
the Fire Marshall report, the fire may

have been caused by a minor smoking, If

anyone has any information regarding
the fire, please contact Management at

b .
mﬂg"



TOXIC DRYWALL INVESTIGATIONS

ART GREASON
ART@ADDICTYVEF_LYFISH ING.COM

757-236-6303
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Chinese drywall concerns in Newport News subdivision e
05:50 PM EDT on Friday, September 11, 2009
By Patrick Terpstra, 13News

NEWPORT NEWS - Nearly 70 homes in a Newport News neighborhood could be checked after
Chinese drywall was found in one house.

Video: Drywall concerns in Newport News neighborhood

&7 Larger screen E-mail this clip
Atlantic Homes, LLC. developed homes in the Hollymeade subdivision and confirmed the drywall in
the one home.

The company says 10 homeowners are concerned about the potentially toxic drywall and some of them
have retained an attorney.

Meantime, the City of Newport News is looking into what assistance is available to homeowners.

Create A Screen Name

Screen names can only consist of letters and numbers.
Your screen name will appear to everyone.

NOTE: You cannot change, delete,

or edit your screen name once you hit "Save".

http://www.wvec.com/news/newportnews/stories/wvec_local 091109 drywall_nn_.16dc9... 9/23/2009
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NOV 2 4 2009

OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND
EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The Honorable Jim Webb

United States Senator

222 Central Park Avenue, Suite 120
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462

REF: Anderson #602191

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of October 2, 2009, to the U.S. Envirgnmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on behalf of your constituents W 1, regarding issues
related to imported drywall. The U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) is the lead

federal agency on all matters pertaining to the drywall investigation. EPA will forward your
constituents’ letter to CPSC.

EPA has contributed scientific expertise to help decipher the mechanisms associated with
the drywall that are causing indoor air issues. In support of CPSC, the EPA has tested drywall
samples and has conducted air monitoring in six homes in Florida and Louisiana. This effort
was an attempt to identify the causative agent(s) of concern. The data from our testing has been
reviewed by a federal and state technical team led by CPSC. The Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC), the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), EPA, the
Florida Department of Health (FLDOH), the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals
(LADHH), and the Virginia Department of Health (VADOH) are represented on this technical
team. The testing results were released on October 29, 2009, and these results can be accessed at
http.//'www.drywallresponse.gov.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
stafl may call Amy Hayden, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations,
at (202) 564-0555.

Sincerely,

0 Tk —

Mathy Stanislaus
Assistant Administrator

Internet Address {(URL) ® htip://iwww.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Qil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chiorine Free Recycled Paper



BLANCHE L. LINCOLN, AHKANSAS
CHAIRMAN

FATRICK 2. LEAHY, VERMONT

TUM HARKIN, JOWA

KENT CUNRAD, NORTH DAKDTA

MAX HALILUS. MONTANA

OFBISIE 5 TABENGW, MICHIGAN

 HENJAMIN NLLSON. NEBRASKA

SHERKON BROWN, UHIO

RODERT P. CASEY, JR.. PENNSYLVANIA

AMY KLOBUCHAR. MINNESO TA

MICHAEE BENNET, COLOHAOO

KIASTEN GH.LIIRAND, NEW YORK

The Honorable Lisa Jackson
Administrator

10-00/- /393

Nnited Dtates Denate

COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6000
202-224--203%

July 2,2010

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.-W,

Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator Jackson:

SAXBY CHAMOLISS, GEORGIA
RANKING REPUBLICAN MEMBER

WICHANL G. LUGAR, INDIANA

THAD COCHRAN, MISSISSIPPI

MITCH McCONNELL, KENTUCKY

PAT ROBERTS, KANSAS

MIKE JOHANNS, NEDRASKA

CHARLES k. GHASSLEY, IOWA

JOHN THUNE, SOQUTH DAKOTA

JOHN CORNYN, TEXAS

We are very concerned about the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
decision in the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Greenhouse Gas
Tailoring Rule to consider the emissions from biomass combustion the same as emissions from

fossil fuels.

EPA’s decision contradicts long-standing U.S. policy, as well as the agency’s own
proposed Tailoring Rule. Emissions from the combustion of biomass are not included in the
Department of Encrgy’s voluntary greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reporting guidelines and
neither arc they required to be reported under EPA’s GHG Reporting Rule. In the proposed
Tailoring Rule, EPA proposed to calculate a source’s GHG emissions based upon EPA’s
Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks. The GHG Inventory excludes biomass emissions.

We think you would agree that renewable biomass should play a more significant role in
our nation’s energy policy. Unfortunately, the Tailoring Rule is discouraging the responsible
development and utilization of renewable biomass, 1t has already forced numerous biomass
encrgy projects into limbo. We are also concerned that it will impose new, unnecessary
regulations on the current usc of biomass for energy.

We appreciate that EPA intends to seek further comments on how to address biomass
emissions under the PSD and Title V programs. With this rule, the agency has made a
fundamental change in policy with little explanation. We strongly encourage you to reconsider
this decision and immediately begin the process of seeking comments on it. In addition, we
appreciate Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack’s commitment to working with EPA on this
issue and encourage you to utilize the expertise of the U.S. Department of Agriculture,



Please lct us know as soon as possible the agency’s plans on this matter. We appreciate
your attention to this important issuc.

Sincerely,
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JUL 09 2010

OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION

The Honorable Jim Webb
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator Webb:;

Thank you for your July 2, 2010, letter to Administrator Jackson raising concerns
regarding the treatment of biomass combustion emissions in the Prevention of Significant
Detcrioration (PSD) and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule (the “Tailoring Rule”).
At her request, | am writing to respond.

I would like to address your comments about the treatment of biomass combustion
emissions in the final Tailoring Rule and to assure you that we plan to further consider how the
PSD and Title V permitting programs apply to these emissions.

As you noted, the final Tailoring Rule does not exclude biomass-derived carbon dioxide
emissions from the calculations for determining PSD and Title V applicability for GHGs. To
clarify a point made in your letter, the proposed Tailoring Rule also did not propose to exclude
biomass emissions from the calculations for determining PSD and Title V applicability for
GHGs. The proposed Tailoring Rule pointed to EPA’s Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Sinks for guidance on how to estimate a source’s GHG emissions on a CO,-equivalent basis
using global warming potential (GWP) values'. This narrow reference to the use of GWP values
for estimating GHG emissions was provided to offer consistent guidance on how to calculate
these emissions and not as an indication, direct or implied, that biomass emissions would be
excluded from permitting applicability merely by association with the national inventory.

We recognize the concerns you raise on the treatment of biomass combustion emissions
for air permitting purposes. As stated in the final Tailoring Rule, we are mindful of the role that
biomass or biogenic fuels and feedstocks could play in reducing anthropogenic GHG emissions,
and we do not dispute observations that many federal and international rules and policies treat
biogenic and fossil fuel sources of CO;, emissions differently, Nevertheless, we explained that
the legal basis for the Tailoring Rule, reflecting specifically the overwhelming permitting
burdens that would be created under the statutory.emissions thresholds, does not itself provide a
rationale for excluding all emissions of CO; from combustion of a particular fuel, even a
biogenic one.

' See 74 FR 55351, under the definition for ‘carbon dioxide equivalent’.

Internet Address (URL) ® http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable ® Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chiorine Free Recycled Paper
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The fact that in the Tailoring Rule EPA did not take final action one way or another
concerning such an exclusion does not mean that EPA has decided that there is no basis for
treating biomass CO, emissions differently from fossil fuel CO, emissions under the Clean Air
Act’s PSD and Title V programs. The Agency is committed to working with stakeholders to
examine appropriate ways to treat biomass combustion emissions, and to assess the associated
impacts on the development of policies and programs that recognize the potential for biomass to
reduce overall GHG emissions and enhance U.S. energy security. Accordingly, today we issued
a Call for Information’ asking for stakeholder input on approaches to addressing GHG emissions
from bioenergy and other biogenic sources, and the underlying science that should inform these
approaches. Taking into account stakeholder feedback, we will examine how we might address
such emissions under the PSD and Title V programs. We will move expeditiously on this topic
over the next several months. As we do so, we will continue to work with key stakeholders and
partners, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture, whose offices bring recognized expertise
and critical perspectives to the issues at hand.

Thank you again for your continued interest in this issue. If you have any questions,
please contact me, or your staff may contact Cheryl Mackay in EPA’s Office of Congressional
and Intergovernmental Relations at (202) 564-2023.

Singayely,

ina McCarthy
Assistant Administrator

? posted online at http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/biogenic_emissions.htm]
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JIM WEBB Washington Office:
Washington, DC 20510

Virginia
(202) 224-4024

COMMITTEE ON

ARMED SERVICES ’aﬂuitgh %tateﬁ %enate

COMMITTEE ON Washington, DC 20510-4605
FOREIGN RELATIONS

COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

April 4, 2011

Ms. Rachel Lentz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Brownfields and Land Revitalization
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Ms, Lentz:

[ am writing to ask for your consideration of two 2011 EPA Brownfields Assessment Grant
(EPA-560-F-05-236) applications submitted to your agency by the City of Richmond, VA, Richmond is
requesting a total of $400,000 to conduct community-wide assessments of both hazardous substance and
petroleum brownfields sites.

The Richmond Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD) estimates that
over 900 potential brownfields sites lay within the city limits, an area covering approximately 425 acres.
The grant funds would be utilized to provide tools to identify, address, and reuse problem sites, thus
minimizing uncertainties associated with potential investment in older industrial sites and stimulating
economic development. Furthermore, these funds would assist DECD in assessing the needs of areas of
the city that face numerous environmental, social, and economic challenges. As part of this effort, DECD
proposes to establish a multi-agency Brownfields Steering Committee to help promote and oversee the
assessment process, and the agency will enhance its public awareness and community outreach activities
to better engage city residents in its brownfields redevelopment initiative,

I ask that you afford these applications fair and favorable consideration in keeping with all federal
laws, regulations and guidelines governing your agency. [ also ask that you keep me informed of the
status of this application by contacting Conaway Haskins in my Richmond office at 507 East Franklin
Street, Richmond, VA 23219. He can also be reached via email at conaway_haskins@webb.senate.gov
and via fax at 804-771-8313.

incerely,

nited Sftes Senator

JW/ch
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The Honorable Jim Webb

United States Senator
507 East Franklin Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of April 4, 2011, supporting the Brownfields Grant Proposal from
the city of Richmond, Virginia. I appreciate your interest in the Brownfields Program and your
support of Richmond’s proposal.

As you know, the Small Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act
assists states and communities throughout the country in their efforts to revitalize and reclaim
brownfields sites. This program is an excellent example of the success that is possible when
people of all points of view work together to improve the environment and their communities.

Last year's application process was highly competitive, with EPA evaluating more than 600
grant proposals. From these proposals, EPA was able to announce the selection of
approximately 300 grants.

EPA’s selection criteria for grant proposals are available in the Proposal Guidelines for
Brownfields Assessment, Revolving Loan Fund, and Cleanup Grants (August 201()), posted on
our brownfields website at www.epa.gov/brownfields. Each proposal will be carefully reviewed
and evaluated by a selection panel that applies these objective criteria in this highly competitive
program, Be assured that the grant proposal submitted by the city of Richmond will be given
every consideration.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Raquel Synder, in EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations, at (202) 564-9586.

Sincerely,
Mathy Stanislaus
Assistant Administrator

internet Address (URL) @ hitp://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegstable Oll Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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VIRGINIA WAsHINGTON, DC 20610
(202) 2244024
COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES

CoMvITEE On Anited States Senate

FOREIGN RELATIONS
COMMITrEE O WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605
VETERANS' AFFAIRS
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE November 6. 2008

Mr. Christopher Bliley

Associate Administrator for Congressional

and Intergovernmental Relations

Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 3426 ARN
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Bliley:
Enclosed is correspondence from my constituent in reference to a matter involving your agency.
Please give this letter every appropriate consideration and review my constituent’s case in

accordance with all rules, regulations and laws applicable to your agency. Your immediate attention and
expeditious assistance would be greatly appreciated.

Please rep!v in duplicate to my Norton office and return the enclosure. In your reply, please
reference ,&W/ﬂk

" Thank you so much for your assistance to my constituent.

“With warm regards, I remain

Sincerely,

ited States Senator

JW:gd
Enclosure

Norton Office:
P.O. Box 1300
Norton, Virginia 24273

276-679-4925 -
FAX: 276-679-4929



OFFICE OF SENATOR JIM WEBB

Information/Privacy Release

The Privacy Act of 1974 is a federal law designed to protect you from any unauthorized
use and exchange of personal information by federal agencies. Any information that a federal
agency has on file regarding your dealings with the United States government may not, with a
few exceptions, be given to another agency or Member of Congress without your written
permission. Family members, friends, or other interested parties generally may not authorize on
your behalf the release of information covered by the Privacy Act.

Please describe the situation for which you are requesting assistance:
Fraudulent provision of services to USEPA and use of illegal electronic monitoring against

employees and the public by the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality.

Possible practices of illegal retaliation against terminated employees who reported misconduct
By VDEQ.

See attached letter for details.

I hereby request the assistance of the Office of Senator Jim Webb to resolve the matter
described above. I authorize Senator Webb and his staff to receive any information that they may
need to provide this assistance.

The information I have provided to the Office of Senator Jim Webb is true and accurate
to the best of my knowledge and belief. The assistance I have requested from Senator Webb’s
office is in no way an attempt to evade or violate any federal, state, or local law.

SIGNED:_( W DATE: lv’2, /og
Name: (please print)__ Z (&64{‘ ﬁ Date of Birth:_ W

Address:_

City:_ Bedford State: VA Zip:_ 24523

Day Telephone: _ W_Evening Telephone: ) /W:é
E-mail
Address: WZ

Federal Agency Involved:___ USEPA/Justice Dept

Case Number (if applicable):

While | am happy to work on your behalf, as a matter of Congressional courtesy, my general policy is to
avoid working on constituent cases currently being handled by other Senators or House members from
Virginia. Having multiple offices working on the same matter may cause delays in the resolution of your
case, thus | encourage you to continue working with that member.



Senator Webb:

| do not know if your office has jurisdiction to give any assistance with my situation. It
involves a state agency of Virginia but the problem involves misuse of federal
delegated authority and violation of federal law by that agency. My state delegate has
told me it is not a legislative matter but a matter for the governor’s office. It is my belief
that the violation of tederal law would not be occurring if the governor's office was not
complicit. Therefore | am requesting federal oversight.

My problem appears to have begun in 2005 when | reported misconduct by the
management of the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality to the USEPA. The
VDEQ appears to have decided to “get me" at that point but it took them quite some
time and effort to dismiss me.

The original allegation was that VDEQ was authorizing Title V Federal Operating
Permits (air permits) which were knowingly unenforceable as a practical matter in
order to meet the funding deadlines for appropriations as a delegated federal
authority. This appears to be a common practice of the agency. One is led to believe
that the mission of the VDEQ is to protect the environment of Virginia and the health of
the people of Virginia. In fact, the mission of the agency is to maintain or increase its
level of funding and protect the salaries and bonuses of the managers. Any other .
benefits derived from its actions are purely ancillary to the principle mission. in my ten
years with the agency, | can categorically state that the VDEQ management has no
quaims about lying to the EPA, the governor's office, the legislature, the citizen's
oversight boards, the regulated community, or the public, if doing so advances the
agenda of the managers.

Shortly following the first incident, | had the spyware activated on my computer. At the
time, the regulations stated that no more than one hour of personal use was allowed
on the internet during a day. | was working an alternate ten-hour day schedule. After
three weeks of monitoring, | was placed on three years probation for use of the internet
above the allowed limits. The infractions were 60.1 minutes on one day and 60.3
minutes on another day. The charges also included using the agency printer for 60-70
pages of personal material over three weeks. This does not seem like an offense
deserving three years probation. Also part of the internet use was consuiting an online
dictionary. | was told that unless | could demonstrate ( seven weeks after the fact) that it
was work related, the time was personal. | requested copies of the documentation of
my “infractions” twice and was told | would receive them, but never did.

During the subsequent year an effort was made to dismiss me based on work
performance. In each regional office, air permits are assigned as source assigned or
work-load assigned. The first are facilities assigned to a specific permit writer because
they involve a level of complexity that needs a certain level of familiarity. The second
are permits from “standard” operations, assigned on the basis of which permit writer
has a low workload. For fiscal 2007, despite a higher than normal activity in my source
assigned permits, | was given nearly every work-load assigned permit that came into
the region, | completed every assignment within the specified deadlines and at the end
of the year | had personally accounted for over 50% of the work done by a six person



department. | did not even receive a bonus for this. | was rated as deficient in the
category of “use of agency resources” based on the personal use of the printer that
had been cited the previous year. When | questioned this, | was told that while the
action had occurred in fiscal 2006, the letter of reprimand was written two weeks into
the 2007 fiscal year and could therefore be used in that year’s evaluation.

My termination came as the result of refusing to follow “orders from proper authority.”
USEPA had complained that Virginia air permits were not consistent to the degree
they expected. This was most likely the result of large turnover and poor training. The
way the management proposed to fix the problem was to “dumb down” the product of
senior staff, so that all permits were consistently bad. The method was a new position
to audit permits and the person assigned to the position would not allow any permit
conditions that were not verbatim from the boilerplate template of the agency. One of
the regulated sources assigned to me had two processes where emissions from the
processes were solely proportional to the amount of material processed and
completely independent of the machines used. The history of the source was that
machines were frequently changed in these processes. Their previous permits had
allowed them to accept a throughput limit on each process and simply notify the
agency of any machine replacement. The new auditor contended that any machine
change was a “modification” and the reporting condition had to be removed. In future
every machine replacement would require a formal exemption request. This would
add about 6-10 weeks and $5-7,000 in compliance costs every time this occurred (2-3
times per year). | was ordered to tell the source that this was required by state
regulations. In fact, it was not required by the regulations, only by the auditors
interpretation of internal agency procedures. | informed the source of what was
happening and was terminated.

Based on the aimost complete transcript of a conversation lasting less than five
minutes and “overheard through a closed office door,” it is evident that the agency also
has illegal monitoring equipment on all agency phones. The agency refuses to
answer questions regarding the existence of such a system.

Additionally, in my exit interview | was told that the Agency did not wish to pay
unemployment benefits. They wanted my resignation. If | refused to resign, they would
do everything possible to block my further employment with other state agencies and
with any local agency funded by the state (including substitute teaching). | therefore
resigned and have received no unemployment benefits, but it appears the agency may
still be blocking my employment efforts, as | have not been interviewed for three
positions with other state or local agencies for which | was well qualified. In addition, |
have submitted over 50 applications for private sector employment for which | was
qualified and received only three interviews. For two of these positions, the position
was re-advertised after my interview. This leads me to believe that for at least those
two positions, | was the best qualified applicant and the positions were re-advertised
elther due to age-discrimination, or more likely because VDEQ made inappropriate
statements about my work for the agency during reference checks.

After the exit interview, | was told to return to collect my personai effects in one week.
At that time, | was given two boxes that contained approximately 60% of my personal



reference material. When | inquired where the rest of my personal material was, | was
told that the office had been cleaned out and that was what was left. The agency
retained a significant amount of my personal reference material and presumably
distributed it to other workers. '

What | am requesting from your office is as much of the following as is jurisdictionally
appropriate:

1) An investigation into whether the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality is
systematically defrauding the USEPA by knowingly producing inadequate permits for
which federal funds are being disbursed. Is VDEQ following a policy of ordering senior
staff to adhere to rigid guidelines intended for inexperienced personnel in order to
produce “consistent permits,” rather than expend funds to adequately train
inexperienced personnel? Is the VDEQ consistently promoting managers who are
woefully unqualified for their positions and therefore treat procedures and guidance as
having the force of regulation?

2) An investigation into whether the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and
other agencies of the Commonwealth are illegally monitoring the conversations of
employees and the public in violation of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968, as amended in 1986 and 1999. If so, are the managers of these agencies
using the information gathered to target whistle blowers or employees regarded as
potential whistle blowers for termination?

3) Introduce legislation to protect employees of states who are engaged in work
delegated from federal agencies when they report improprieties in the conduct of such
delegated work. State employees are presently subject to restrictions (such as the
Hatch Act) when performing such functions but have none of the protections of federal
employees performing identical work. ( | have several related issues regarding union
busting activities by the Commonwealth if this is of interest to your office.)

4) Determine if VDEQ and other agencies are systematically giving poor referrals to

employees targetted and dismissed as whistle blowers. There have been three such
instances in just the VDEQ West Central Regional Office between May of 2007 and

February of 2008.

Finally, if any of these complaints result in litigation, would | be qualified for
compensation as a whistle blower, or do those provisions only apply to federal
litigation against private entities?

Thank you for your interest and assistance,

/ - -

-
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The Honorable Jim Webb

United States Senate

P.O. Box 1300

Norton, Virginia 24273
Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of November 6, 2008 to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on behalf of your constituent, ", Virginia concerning
possible misuse of federal funding by the Virginia Deparfment of Environmental Quality
(VADEQ) in their air permitting program.

The Commonwealth’s Title V air permitting program was approved by EPA on
December 4, 2001 (see Federal Register 66 FR 62961). Virginia’s air permitting program relies
solely on State permitting fees and is not provided federal funding for implementation. During
August of 2006, the Region III Air Protection Division completed an on-site review of the
VADEQ Title V air permitting program at the Central Office in Richmond and at two of the
VADEQ Regional Offices. During this review, the EPA team conducted file reviews on a
number of random permit files. No inconsistencies were found. Also during this review,
discussions were held with VADEQ management as well as various staff permit writers selected
atrandom. Through these discussions, it was found that each VADEQ Office has a number of
safeguards in their permitting process which allow for internal peer reviews to ensure permit
consistency. These internal reviews which include a concurrence or review by the State
enforcement personnel, lead to sound operating permits.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or have your staff contact
Mrs. LaRonda Koffi, EPA's Virginia Liaison, at 215-814-5374.

Sincerely,
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1% _ g 1650 Arch Street
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The Honorable Jim Webb DEC 04 2008
United States Senate

P.0. Box 1300

Norton, Virginia 24273

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of November 6, 2008 to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) on behalf of your constituent, W , Virginia concerning
possible misuse of federal funding by the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
(VADEQ) in their air permitting program.

The Commonwealth’s Title V air permitting program was approved by EPA on
December 4, 2001 (see Federal Register 66 FR 62961). Virginia’s air permitting program relies
solely on State permitting fees and is not provided federal funding for implementation. During
August of 2006, the Region III Air Protection Division completed an on-site review of the
VADEQ Title V air permitting program at the Central Office in Richmond and at two of the
VADEQ Regional Offices. During this review, the EPA team conducted file reviews on a
number of random permit files. No inconsistencies were found. Also during this review,
discussions were held with VADEQ management as well as various staff permit writers selected
at random. Through these discussions, it was found that each VADEQ Office has a number of
safeguards in their permitting process which allow for internal peer reviews to ensure permit
consistency. These internal reviews which include a concurrence or review by the State
enforcement personnel, lead to sound operating permits.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or have your staff contact
Mrs. LaRonda Koffi, EPA's Virginia Liaison, at 215-814-5374.

Sincerely,

Qerald d Wetit,

Donald S. Welsh
Regional Administrator
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UNITED STATES SENATE
WASHINGTON, DC 20510
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WAnited States Senate JOF3208

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

December 23, 2009

President Barack Obama
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has indicated its intent to issue new rules in
the near future that could have far-reaching impacts on U.S. jobs and the rates consumers pay for
clectricity. Sometime in the next few months, EPA is expected to recommend whether coal
ash-—a byproduct of using coal to generate electricity—should be regulated as “hazardous” or
“non-hazardous” waste.

The agency appears to be leaning in the wrong direction—toward a recommendation that coal
ash be handled as a hazardous material. This would pull the rug out from under the many U.S.
businesses that rely on coal combustion material-—about 45 percent of which is reused or
recycled in a variety of everyday applications—and force unnecessarily high costs on utilities
and their customers. This is the wrong way to go, particularly as the nation is just now beginning
to pull itself out of an economic nose dive.

In 2000, after a thorough examination of the characteristics of coal combustion materials, the
('linton administration determined that coal ash should not be managed as a hazardous substance.
Nearly a decade later, there is tremendous support for adhering to that determination. Dozens of
state policymakers, including groups like the National Governors Association and the
linvironmental Council of the States, along with numerous state environmental protection
agencies, also oppose hazardous waste regulation. More than three dozen industry groups and
individual companies—those whose businesses rely on coal combustion products—have made it
clear that hazardous waste regulation is unnecessary and would have a devastating impact on the
many beneficial uses of coal ash.

But many of these organizations, along with the nation’s utilities, support federal regulation of
coal ash as a non-hazardous waste. This approach would establish uniform management
practices and protect public health and the environment, while maintaining the many beneficial
uses of coal combustion products.

l.ast year, approximately 45 percent of the coal combustion products produced by utilities were
recycled through a wide range of industrial, manufacturing and agricultural applications:

to make concrete, to strengthen road beds, to use as roofing material, to stabilize waste, to
manufacture wall board, and to add as a soil additive for agricultural purposes.



President Barack Obama
Page 2 of 2

The annual value to the U.S. economy of coal ash recycling is estimated to be as high as $8
billion. If coal ash is designated hazardous in any manner, businesses may be forced to end
recycling options and may shut down operations.

With a de facto moratorium on recycling, utilities would be required to alter and build additional
facilities to manage the increased volume of ash. This would dramatically increase power plants’
operating costs, which would be passed on to customers. Price increases likely would be most
acute in the industrial heartland and other parts of the country where coal is the predominant
source of electric generation. Many of these areas already are stressed from the recession and job
losses.

In light of the ash spill disaster at the Tennessee Valley Authority’s Kingston facility, we
certainly understand the EPA raising concerns about the handling and storage of coal combustion
‘by-products. We believe that appropriate precautions should be taken by all responsible
operators, that parties who have violated regulations should be held accountable, and that the
public health and welfare should be protected.

However, the electric power sector is one of the most heavily regulated industries in the United
States. Each regulation comes with a cost, and in most cases those costs are simply a necessary
part of doing business. In this instance, however, the EPA needs to heed the recommendations of
state policymakers and environmental officials, and the businesses that rely on coal ash and
regulate coal ash as a non-hazardous material. Any change to this designation could prove
hazardous to U.S. businesses and jobs, could result in sharply higher electricity prices for many
consumers in these difficult economic times, and could result in fewer reductions of greenhouse

gases through recycling outlets.
»
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Sincerely,







Evan Bayh

Pat Roberts

Byron Dorgan
George Voinovich
Mary Landrieu
Roger Wicker
John Comnyn

Sam Brownback
Claire McCaskill
E. Benjiman Nelson
Robert F. Bennett
Thad Cochran
Saxby Chambliss
James Risch

John Thune

Jim Webb
Richard Burr
Lamar Alexander
Blanche Lambert Lincoin
John Barrasso

Jon Tester

Jim Bunning
Mark Warner

Kit Bond

James Inhofe



3
$ I o ¥ % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
’e;; \\ 7/ E: WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

<,

Y, PROTE®

MAR 2 2 2010
OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND
EMERGENCY RESPONSE
The Honorable Jim Webb

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Webb:;

Thank you for your letter of December 23, 2009, to President Barack Obama, expressing
your interest in the pending rulemaking governing the management of coal combustion residuals.

EPA is evaluating the issues you raised as part of our rulemaking process on the
management of coal combustion residuals. EPA expects to issue the proposal in the near future.
We appreciate your interest and input. We will consider your comments and include them in the
docket for this rulemaking,

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Raquel Snyder, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations, at (202) 564-9586. :

Sincerely,
Mally Stanislaus
Assistant Administrator

Internet Address (URL) e http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyciable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlofine Free Recycled Paper
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Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510
June 5, 2009

The Honorable Lisa Jackson

Aduiinistrator, Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C, 20460

Dear Administrator Jackson:;

We are writing in response to the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) consideration of a proposal
to increasc the ethanol blend level in gasoline beyond the current 10 percent. We urge you to ensure that
independent and comprehensive testing has been completed prior to approving any waiver from current
EPA guidance as required under the Clean Air Act.

Some have advocated that Congress or the EPA approve mid-level ethanol blends before comprehensive
testing has been completed by qualified and independent testing bodies, and all relevant federal
agencies. While we strongly support the use of renewable fuels, it is our understanding that to date only
preliminary assessments have been conducted relative to long-term durability, tailpipe emissions,
cvaporative emissions, drivability, materials compatibility, emissions inventory and on-board diagnostic
integrity. Any waiver to increase the ethanol blend level must be based upon more complete testing,.

In addition to potential technical, consumer protection and air quality issues that have not been
adequatcly studied, we believe that this could potentially have negative consequences for many
Americans in these challenging economic times. We feel strongly that any proposal to increase ethanol
levels must be subjected to a complete assessment of what such an increase might do to the economy
and the feedstock markets generally that our livestock and poultry producers rely on every day. We urge
you to assess more thoroughly the potential impacts of increasing the ethanol blend before any changes

are made,

We thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
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cc: The Honorable Steven Chu, Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy
The Honorable Tom Vilsack, Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture
The Honorable Carol Browner, Assistant to the President for Energy and Climate Change



.
mas nwus L1017 AM United Stat»e»s‘Senate PA__(}E 1 0

- FAX'COVERSHEET
10 Ki%a Jackten

FAX h‘”‘)g"\ “‘5}7 o o

'NUMBER OF PAGESINTOTAL: 2~

COMMENTS: .~ . .




3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
¢ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

JUL 2 0 2009

OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION

The Honorable Jim Webb
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your June 5, 2009, letter to Administrator Jackson, co-signed by 20 of
your colleagues, concerning a pending Clean Air Act (Act) waiver request to increase the
allowable ethanol content of gasoline from 10 to 15 percent by volume. Your letter expresses
concerns about the potential adverse impact mid-level ethanol blends might have on engines, and
urges the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to ensure independent and
comprehensive testing is complete before making a waiver decision. You also discuss potential
negative consequences for consumers in challenging economic times and request that we
carefully assess the impact of increasing ethanol blend levels on our economy and on feedstock
markets.

As you know, EPA is carefully considering the waiver request we received from Growth
Energy on March 6, 2009. A notice of its receipt and request for public comment was published
in the Federal Register on April 21, 2009, and the comment period will remain open until July
20. We will place your comments in the public docket.

The issues raised by the waiver request are very important and complex. The criteria in
the Clean Air Act for evaluating a waiver request are very specific. The Act only requires that
the waiver applicant demonstrate that the ethanol increase will not cause or contribute to the
failure of vehicles or engines to meet emission standards.

While we are not able to directly consider economic impacts as factors in the waiver
decision, these impacts are nonetheless important. Therefore EPA is working closely with the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to analyze
economic issues and other impacts as part of our renewable fuels standard rulemaking effort.
The proposed rule is currently open for public comment.

Internet Address (URL) e htip://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable e Printed with Vegetable Qit Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Diann Frantz in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations
at (202) 564-3668.

Sincerely,

Gina McCarthy
Assistant Administrator
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NOV 0 Z 2009

OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY
RESPONSE

The Honorable Jim Webb
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Webb:

The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Superfund program will be
finalizing the Peck Iron and Metal site, located in Portsmouth, Virginia, to the National
Priorities List (NPL) by rulemaking. EPA has received a Governor/State concurrence
letter supporting the listing of the site on the NPL. Listing on the NPL provides access to
federal cleanup funding for the nation’s highest priority contaminated sites.

Because the site is located within your State, [ am providing information to help
in answering questions you may receive from your constituency. The information
includes a brief description of the site, and a general description of the NPL listing

process.

If you have any questions, please contact me or your staff may contact Carolyn
Levine, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations, at (202) 564-
1859. We expect the rule to be published in the Federal Register in the next several days.

Mat
Assistant Administrator

Enclosures

Intemet Address (URL) ¢ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer)
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N1 ms AEnvironmentaI Protection Washington, DC 20460
\’ Agency
NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL)
*KKEi 0] Sife*** November 2009

PECK IRON AND METAL ‘ Portsmouth, Virginia

® Site Location:
The former Peck Iron and Metal facility (Peck Iron) is located at 3850 Elm Avenue in Portsmouth, Virginia.

& Site History:

From 1945 to 1999, Peck Iron purchased, processed, stored, and shipped metal scrap from various military bases; other
Federal, state, and local government agencies; and local businesses. Scrap metal handled at the facility included
damaged and obsolete equipment, attachments, parts, and other miscellaneous materials, including scrapped naval
vessels. Some of these scrap materials contained cadmium (automobile parts), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB)
(insulated wire, gaskets, fluorescent lights and transformer oils) and lead (scrapped bridge sections and automobile
batteries). PCB-containing transformers were disassembled at the facility and the wires were burned to remove
insulation.

§ Site Contamination/Contaminants:
The primary contaminants are PCBs and lead.

#h Potential Impacts on Surrounding Community/Environment:

PCBs and lead have been detected in a wetland on the southwest border of facility and the bank of Paradise Creek.
Paradise Creek, a tidal estuary of the lower Chesapeake Bay, is a human food chain fishery and is used for recreation
activities, including swimming, boating, crabbing and fishing.

4 Response Activities (to date):
Between approximately 2004 and 2007, the current owner of the facility conducted a study to determine the extent of
the contamination on the facility and in the Paradise Creek wetland.

=1 Need for NPL Listing:
Other federal and state cleanup programs were evaluated but were not viable at this time. EPA received a letter of
support for placing this site on the NPL from the Commonwealth of Virginia.

[The description of the site (release) is based on information available at the time the site was evaluated with the HRS. The description may change
as additional information is gathered on the sources and extent of contamination.]

For more information about the hazardous substances identificd in this narrative summary, including general information regarding the effects of exposure to these
substances on human health, please see the Agency for Toxic Substances and Discase Registry (ATSDR) ToxFAQs. ATSDR ToxFAQs can be found on the Internet
at htip://www.atsdr.cde.gov/toxfag.html or by telephonc at 1-888-42-ATSDR or 1-888-422-8737.
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\VI Environmental Protection Site Assessment and Remedy Decisions Branch

Agency Washington, DC 20460
NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL)

WHAT IS THE NPL?

The National Priorities List (NPL) is a list of national priorities among the known or threatened releases of hazardous
substances throughout the United States. The list serves as an information and management tool for the Superfund
cleanup process as required under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA).The NPL is intended primarily to guide EPA in determining which sites warrant further investigation to
assess the nature and extent of public health and environmental risks associated with a release of hazardous substances.

There are three ways a site is eligible for the NPL:

1. Scores at least 28.50:
A site may be included on the NPL if it scores sufficiently high on the Hazard Ranking System (HRS),
which EPA published as Appendix A of the National Contingency Plan. The HRS is a mathematical
formula that serves as a screening device to evaluate a site’s relative threat to human health or the
environment. As a matter of Agency policy, those sites that score 28.50 or greater on the HRS are eligible
for inclusion on the NPL. This is the most common way a site becomes eligible for the NPL.

2. State Pick:
Each state and territory may designate one top-priority site regardless of score.

3. ATSDR Health Advisory:
Certain other sites may be listed regardless of their HRS score, if all of the following conditions are met:

a. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services has issued a health advisory that recommends removing people from the site;

b. EPA determines that the release poses a significant threat to public health; and

c. EPA anticipates it will be more cost-effective to use its remedial authority than to use its emergency
removal authority to respond to the site.

Sites are first proposed to the NPL in the Federal Register. EPA then accepts public comments for 60 days about
listing the sites, responds to the comments, and places those sites on the NPL that continue to meet the requirements
for listing. To submit comments, visit www.regulations.gov.

Placing a site on the NPL does not assign liability to any party or to the owner of any specific property; nor does it
mean that any remedial or removal action will necessarily be taken.

For more information, please visit www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/.
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JIM WEBB WASHINGTON OFFICE:

VIRGINIA WasHiNGTON, DC 20510
{202} 2244024

COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES % 4 Eﬂ 0
coMmTTEE O nited Dtates Denate
FOREIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605
COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS' AFFAIRS
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE October 26, 2010

Ms. Joyce Frank

Executive Director
Environmental Protection Agency.
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue

Room 3426 ARN

Washington, DC 20460-0002

Dear Ms, Frank:

Enclosed is correspondence from my constituent in reference to a matter involving your
agency.

Please give this letter every appropriate consideration and review my constituent’s case in
accordance with all rules, regulations and laws applicable to your agency. Your immediate
attention and expeditious assistance would be greatly appreciated.

Please reply to my Norton office. In your reply, please reference Mark S. Hollyfield.

Thank you so much for your assistance to my constituent.

incereM
9

Webb

ited States Senator

With warm regards, | remain

JW: gd
Enclosure

PO Box 1300

Norton, Virginia 24273

(276) 679-4925

Fax (276) 679-4929
gwyn_dutton@webb.senate.gov



C-N-W

Caynor Smith Coeburn - Norton - Wise

Chairman
REGIONAL WASTE WATER

Ciifton Carson TREATMENT AUTHORITY

Huck Hunnicutt
Larry Salye
Jack Wallace October 25, 2010

Mike Wright

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Lisa Jackson, Administrator

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20460

CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

RE: Risk Management Plan EPA Facility ID: 1000 0017 1459

819 Virginia Avenue N.W.
P.O. Box 1296

Norton, Virginia 24273-0922
(276) 679-7236

Fax (276) 679-2401

Mark S. Hollyfield

Exscutive Director

On behalf of the Coeburn-Norton-Wise Regional Waste Water
Treatment Authority (C-N-W) and reserving all rights, I hereby certify that
the revisions to the facility’s Risk Management Plan are correct to the best
of my knowledge and belief. A copy of the Risk Management Plan as
entered on your website is enclosed as well as documentation of our fruitless
efforts over the past several months to certify the document on-line.

Sincerely,

COEBURN-NORTON-WISE
REGIONAL WASTE WATER
TREATMENT AUTHORITY

7"

Mark S. Hollyfield
Executive Director

Rick Boucher, U.S. House of Representatives, Virginia
Mark R. Warner, U.S. Senate, Virginia
Jim Webb, U.S. Senate, Virginia



Mon, Oct 25, 2010 10:04 AM

Subject: Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission waiting for certification
Date: Friday, October 22, 2010 1:48 PM

From: EPA CDX <helpdesk@epacdx.net>

To: <c-n-w@verizon.net>

Cc: <c-n-w@verizon.net>

Conversation: Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission waiting for certification

The individual listed below has prepared a Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission for the
facility shown below and has identified you as the certifying officlal. Please log in to
EPA's Central Data Exchange (CDX) and select, review and certify the RMP submission. (To
cancel this submission, follow the link and click Cancel). CDX will not send this
submission to EPA until you have certified it.

If you have not registered as a certifier for this facility, you may do so by logging
into CDX, clicking on the "RMP*eSubmit: Certify Submission" link, and following the
instructions provided. As part of the Registration process, you will need to create an
Electronic Signature Agreement (ESA). Complete the ESA, sign and mail it to the RMP
Reporting Center. This needs to be signed and returned before you will be able to
prepare, certify submissions and the process is estimated to take a minimum of 5 business

days.

If you require assistance please call the CDX Help Desk toll free at 888-890-1995. You
may also view tutorials relating to registration and certification at http://www.epa.gov/
emergencies/content/rmp/index.htm

Please use the link below to log in to the Central Data Exchange, If the following URL is
not a hyperlink, please cut and paste the address into your Internet browser.
http://cdx.epa.gov/

Reference Transaction ID: _22594fe0-f4bc-43be-b503-552b222¢98bl
Document Name: RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR

Prepared by: Mark Hollyfield (CNWDIRECTOR)

Date Prepared: 8/31/2010

EPA Facility ID: 1000 0017 1459

Facility: C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority
11550 Pine Camp Road

State Route 699

Coeburn VA, 24230

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Central Data Exchange
A New Paradigm for Environmental Reporting.



U.S. Environmental P

Recent Ampuncements | Contact Ug
MCDX > nbox

=1 Risk Management Pian (RMP) submission waiting for cartification - Message

About COX - P
'Mﬁbx From: RMP*eSubmit

nbox , asion cartificat
Change Password Subject: Risk Mmmrlﬂ Plan (RMP) submi waiting for on
Frequently Asked Dsate; Fri 10/22/2010 1:48 PM

Questlons .
Help & Support = == = -
CDX Home The individual fisted below has prepared a Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission for the facility shown below and has
Terms & Canditions identified you ss the certifylng official. Please log In to EPA's Central Data Exchange (COX) and select, review and cartify the
Logout RMP aubmission. (To cancel this submission, follow ihe link and click Cancei). CDX will not send this submission to EPA unth

you have certified it.

if you have not registered as & certifier for this facliity, you may do so by logging Into CDX, clicking on the "RMP*eSubmit:
Certify Submissicn® link, and following the Instructions provided. As part of the Registration process, you wili need o creste a
Electronic Signature Agresment (ESA). Completa the ESA, sign and mell it o the RMP Reporting Center. This needs to be
signed and retumad before you will be able to prepare, certify submissions and the process is estimated (o take a minimum o
business days.

if you require assistence pisase cail the COX Help Desk tol) free at 888-800-1995. You may aiso view tutorials reiating to
registration and cartication st hitp:/mwww.epa.gov/emergencias/contentimp/indextm

Please use the link below te log in to the Central Data Exchange, If the following URL is not & hyperfink, pleasa cut and pasts
the eddress into your intemnet browser.
http H/odx epa.gov/

Reference Transaction {D: _22304fe0-f4bc-43be-b503-5520222c08b1
Document Name: RMP000120100831148622CNWOIRECTOR
Prepared by: Mark Heoltyfleld (CNWDIRECTOR)

Date Prepared: 8/31/2010

EPA Fagdillty I1D: 1000 0017 1458

Faciity: C-N-W Reglonal Wastewater Treatmen! Authority
11850 Pins Camp Road

State Roule 099

Cosbum VA, 24230

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Central Data Exchange
A New Paradigm for Environmental Reporting.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agei
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nbox .
Changs Password Bubject: Risk Mmmf.\t Plan (RMP) submission waiting for certification
Fraquently Asked Date: Fri 10/22/2010 1:48 PM
Questions
Help & Bupport
CDX Home Tha individusl listed below has preparsd a Risk Managament Plan (RMP) submission for the facility shown below and has
Terms & Conditions identified you as the cartifying official. Please log in to EPA's Central Data Exchange (CDX) and select, review and ceriiy the
Logout RMP submission. (To cancal this submission, follow the link and click Cancel). COX will not asnd this submission to EPA untll

you have certified i,

i you have not regisiersd as a certifier for this facility, you may do so by logging into CDX, clicking on the "RMP*sSubmit
Certify Submission” link, and following the instructions provided. As part of the Registration procass, you will need to create an
Elactronic Signature Agreement (ESA), Complete the ESA, sign and mail it to the RMP Reporting Canter, This needs to be
signed and refumed before you will be able to prepare, certify submissions and the process is estimated to take & minimum of §
business days.

if you require assistance please call the CDX Heip Desk tolf free ot 888-8080-1005. You may also view tutorials relating to
registration and certification at http:/A opa.gov/ yencies/content/mp/Andexhtm

Piease use the link balow to fog In to the Central Dats Exchange, If the following URL is not 8 hyperiink, please cut and paste
the sddress Inlo your intemet browser,
http:/ledx epa.gov/

Reference Transaction 1D: _22504fe0-14bc-43be-b503-652b222c88b1
Documant Name; RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR
Prepared by: Mark Holtyfleld (CNWDIRECTOR)

Date Prepared: 8/31/2010

EPA Facility ID: 1000 0017 1450

Faciity: C-N-W Regional Wastewster Treatment Authority
11550 Pine Camp Road

State Route 690

Coabum VA, 24230

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Central Data Exchange
A New Paradigm for Environmental Reporting.

_<<BACK PRINT DELETE .
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Help Desk: (888) 890-1085
EPA Homa | Erivacy andt Securty Noce | Comact Us

Last updated on Macch 14, 2008,
URL: hitp /v epa.goviep




U.S. Enviranmental Protection Ager
Risk Management Plan (RMP)

Logged In as, CNWDIRECT!
MyCRX > Submissions

Pending Submissions

About CDX Hera is & st of RMP submissions that have been propared for you to certity and send (o EPA. Plasse raview the information in thess submissions, by clicking a Flle 10
MyCOX iink, and ceriity the submissions.
inbox
::.::.'.’..:;:;:’: Submitter Facility ID COX ID/File ID
Questions Mark Hollyfield C-N-W Regional Wastewater RMP000120100831145622GNWRIREGTOR Certity | Relogt
Help & Support (CNWDIRECTOR) Treatment Authority (1000 0017
CDX Home 1459)
Terms & Conditions
Logout Non-Pending Submissions
Here is a list of RMP submissions that have been acted on by you. Click s Flie 1D fink lo see the POF of the submission. Click a Status ink to see the receipt page of &
submission.
Submitter Facility ID CDX ID/Fiie ID Status
Mark Hollyfield C-N-W Regional Wastewater  RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR Rejectad {for test purposes)
{(CNWDIRECTOR) Treatment Authority (1000 0017
1459)
Facllities
Your CDX account is assoclated with one or more Facilites 10s:
Facility ID Facility Name View Currently Approved RMP
1000 0017 1459 C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority View Curreni RMP

You may:
Manage Faclities | Add New Faciiiea

. e, LIS VT

Heip Desk: (888) 890-1988
EPAHeome | Prvacy and Securily Notice | Contact tJs

Last updated on October 18, 2010.
URL: hitps./cdx epa.gov/ssURMPeSubmit/Certify/List.sapx



About CDX

MyCDX

inbox

Change Password

Frequently Asked
Questions

Help & Support

CDX Home

Terms B Conditions

Logout

U.S. Environmental Protection Age.

RMP*eSubmit Submit to Certify

Recent Additions | Cortact Us

Logged In &3, CNWORE

EPA Facllity 1D: 100000171459

C-N-W Reglonal Wastewater Treatment Authority

Transsction 1
Resubmis

Your RMP submitied for certification failed due to an application internal error. Pleasa contact the CDX Help Desk and provide the following informetion.

Faciity 1D

Facility Name
Submission Type
Reference Transaction 1D
Document Name

User ID

Submit Date

100000171450
C-N-W Reglonal Wastewater Treatment Authority
Resubmission

RMP000120101013150355CNWDIRECTOR Zip
CNWDIRECTOR
10/13/2010 15:08:00

s

w acrypled secure session,

Help Desk: (888) 890-1996
EPA Home | Prvacy and Security Nolice | Contact Us

LR - hen dasy ana ornaneiomaiasratics Mm



U.S. Environmental Protection Ager

Inbox
Resemt Atnowncaments | Cortacl Ly Logged in as, CNWDREC
MyGDX > nbox

={Risk Management Plan (RMP) submisaion has been REJECTED - Message

About CDX N . O
:‘ﬁ“ From: RMPeSubmit
nbox .
Change Password Subject: Risk Msnagemen| Pian (RMP) submission has been REJECTED
Fraquently Asked Date: Wed 10/13/2010 2:22 PM

Questions
Help & Bupport pm et T T
COX Home Your Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission has bean REJECTED for the faciiity shown below. Thus, this submission has
Terms & Conditions NOT been sent to U.S. EPA, If you determine that your faciity is required (o submit a RMP, you may use RMP*eSubmit agein,
Logout correct the problem that caused you (o reject this submisaion, and try resending this submission to U.S. EPA again.

Referance Transection 0. _feb4de09-8263-4012-8abc-08a361c5d8ef
Document Name: RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR
Prepared by: Mark Hollyflald (CNWDIRECTOR)

Date Prepared: 8/31/2010

Date Rejected: 10/13/2010

EPA Facility ID: 1000 0017 1458

Faciiity: C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatmant Authority
11580 Pine Camp Roed

State Routs 609

Coebum VA, 24230

Reason for Rejection: for test purposes

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Central Data Exchange
A New Paradigm for Environments] Reporting.

<< BACK PRINT DELETE

RN PEETATN

Holp Desk; (868) £90-1995
EPA Home | Privacy and. Sacudly olica | Coniact Us

 Lastupdated on March 14, 2008.



U.S. Environmental Protection Age.
Risk Management Plan (RMP)

Logged in as, CNWDIRECT
MyCOX > Submissions > Receipt

Submission Detalls

:::'g: px The submission has been REJECTED.
Inbox
Change Password Status Date Time
Fraquently Asked [X]Prepared 8/31/2010 2:56:22 PM
Questions [ ICertified
Help & Support [X]Rejected 10/13/2010 2:22:31 PM
CDX Home
Terms & Conditions Reference number: RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR
Logaut Preparer: Mark Hollyfield (CNWDIRECTOR)
Certifying Official: Mark Hollyfleld (CNWDIRECTOR)
Facility ID: 100000171459
C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority
. 11550 Pine Camp Road
Facillty: State Route 699
Coeburn, VA 24230
Transaction ID; _feb4de05-aa93-4e12-8abc-08a381c5d6ef
Vew Submission

RTINS RO 1T

Heip Desk: (888) 890-1995
EBAHome | Privacy and Socurity Notice | Contagt Us

Last updated on October 18, 2010.
URL: hitps.//cdx eps.gov/ssVRMPeSubmit/Certify/Receipt.aspx?istatransactionkis_feb4de0d-aag3-4e12-8abo-082a361c5d0ef



Mon, Oct 25, 2010 10:05 AM

Subject: Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission waiting for certification
Date: Wednesday, September 1, 2010 8:30 AM

From: EPA CDX <helpdesk@epacdx.net>

To: <c-n-w@verizon.net>

Cc: <c-n-w@verizon.net>

Conversation: Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission waiting for certification

The individual listed below has prepared a Risk Management Plan (RMP) submission for the
facility shown below and has identified you as the certifying official. Please log in to
EPA's Central Data Exchange (CDX) and select, review and certify the RMP submission. (To
cancel this submission, follow the link and click Cancel). CDX will not send this
submission to EPA until you have certified it.

If you have not registered as a certifier for this facility, you may do so by logging
into CDX, clicking on the "RMP*eSubmit: Certify Submission" link, and following the
instructions provided. As part of the Registration process, you will need to create an
Electronic Signature Agreement (ESA). Complete the ESA, sign and mail it to the RMP
Reporting Center. This needs to be signed and returned before you will be able to
prepare, certify submissions and the process is estimated to take a minimum of 5 business

days.

If you require assistance please call the CDX Help Desk toll free at 888-890-1995. You
may also view tutorials relating to registration and certification at http://www.epa.gov/
emergencies/content/rmp/index.htm

Please use the link below to log in to the Central Data Exchange, If the following URL is
not a hyperlink, please cut and paste the address into your Internet browser.
http://cdx.epa.gov/

Reference Transaction ID: _feb4de09-aa93-4el2-8Babc~08a36lc5d6ef
Document Name: RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR

Prepared by: Mark Hollyfield (CNWDIRECTOR)

Date Prepared: 8/31/2010

EPA Facility ID: 1000 0017 1459

Facility: C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority
11550 Pine Camp Road

State Route 699

Coeburn VA, 24230

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Central Data Exchange
A New Paradigm for Environmental Reporting.



About CDX

MyCDX

Inbox

Change Password

Frequently Asked
Questions

Help & Support

CDX Home

Terms & Conditions

Logout

o~ ottt a

[

Inbox

U.S. Environmental Protection Agen

Racent Amevncaments | Comact Us

MYCDX > hbox

T ey

r_-_'j Risk Management Plan (RMP) lubmfulon;llunghrcomﬂcuu;n Mouago—

Logged in as, CN\WDREC

Sy e
From: RMP*eSubmit
Subject: Risk Managemeni Plan (RMP) submission waiting for certification
Date: Wed §/1/2010 8:30 AM

The individual isted below has prepared a Risk Management Plan (RMP) submisaion for the facility shown below and has
identified you as the certifying official. Please log in to EPA's Central Data Exchange (CDX) and select, review and certify the
RMP submission. (To cancel this submission, follow the link and click Cancal). CDX will not send this submission to EPA unti
you have cartified it. -

if you have not registared as a certifier for this facllity, you may do so by logging into CDX, clicking on the "RMP*eSubmit:
Certify Submission® link, 8nd foilowing the instructions provided. As part of the Registration process, you will need to create an
Elsctronic Signature Agresment (ESA). Commplete the ESA, sign and mail it io the RMP Reporting Center. This needs 1o be
signed and retumed before you witl be able to prepare, certify submissions and the process is sstimated to lake a minimum of §
business days.

if you require assistance please call the CDX Help Dask toll free st 888-800-1685. You may aiso viewsstiliipls relating to
reglistration and certification at htip:/Awww.epa.goviemergencies/contentmp/index.htm

Plaase use the link below 10 log in to the Centrai Data Exchange, if the following URL is not a hyperiink, plsase cut and paste
the address into your internet browser.
http:/icdx epa.gov/

Referance Transaction ID: _feb4de08-au63-4e12-8abc-082361c5d8ef
Document Name: RMP000120100831145622CNWDIRECTOR
Prepared by: Mark Hollyfleld (CNWDIRECTOR)

Date Prepared: 831/2010

EPA Fadility 1D: 1000 0017 1458

Facllity: C-N-W Reglonsl Wastewater Treatmant Authority
11550 Pine Camp Road

State RSute 689

Coebum VA, 24230

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Central Data Exchange
A New Paradigm for Environmental Reporting.

LLS<BACK ;i PRINT DELETE |

You are in an encrypted securs session,
Help Desk: (888) 800-1995
EPA Home | Privacy snd Secvily Notics |
Last updsted on March 14, 2008.
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About COX

MyCDX

Inbox

Change Password

Frequently Asked
Questions

Help & Support

CDX Home

Terms & Conditions

Logout

U.S. Environmental Protection Agen

Logged in as, CNWDIREC

100000171459 ~®:W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority Transaction Type: Resubmission

b ——

Thank you for using RMP *eSubmit. Your RMP is submitted for certification. Shortly, an e-mail will be sent to your Certifier's mailbox that your R

is ready for certification.

——— -

Facility ID

Facility Name

Submission Type
Reference Transaction ID
Document Name

User ID

Submit Date

< g

100000171459

C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority
Resubmission

_feb4de09-aa93-4e12-8abc-08a36 1 cSdbef
RMP000120100901083010CNWDIRECTOR .zip
CNWDIRECTOR

09/01/2010 08:30:13

You are in an encrypted secure session,

Help Deek: (888) 800-1995
EPAHome | Privacy sod Security Notice |
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¥ EPAFACILITY ID: 100000171459 C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority Resubmission 09/33_/3209}8

¥, h
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Section 1. Registration Information

Reason for Resubmission [5-year update (40 CFR 68.190(b)(1 ))

1.1 Source ldentification
1.1.a. Facility Name C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority
1.1.b. Parent Company #1 Name ‘ C-N-W_Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority
1.1.c. Parent Company #2 Name I

1.2 EPA Facllity Identifier 100000771459

1.3 Other EPA Systems Facility Identifier
1.4 Dun and Bradstreet Numbers (DUNS)
1.4.a. Facility DUNS
1.4.b. Parent Company #1 DUNS
1.4.c. Parent Company #2 DUNS
1.5 _Facllity Location

1.5.a, Street-Line 1 11550 Pine Camp Road
1.5.b. Street - Line 2 State Route 699

1.5.c. City Coeburn

1.5.d. State ' VA

1.5.e. Zip Code - Zip +4 Code 24230

1.5.f. County ' WISE

1.5.9. Facility Latitude (in decimal degrees) 36.926944

1.5.h. Facility Longitude (in decimal degrees) -082.471111

1.5.i. Method for determining Lat/Long Classical Surveying Techniques
1.5.]. Description of location identified by Lat/Long Administrative Building
1.5.k. Horizontal Accuracy Measure (meters) 1

1.5.1. Horizontal Reference Datum Code North American Datum of 1927

1.5.m. Source Map Scale Number
1.6_Qwner or Operator

1.6.a. Name C-N-W _Regional Waste Water Auth.
1.6.b. Phone (276) 679-7236
1.6.c. Street - Line 1 819 Virginia Avenue north west
1.6.d. Street - Line 2
1.6.e. City Norton
1.6.f. State VA
1.6.9. Zip Code - Zip +4 Code 24273
Foreign Country
Foreign State/Province

Foreign Zip/Postal Code
1.7_Name, title and email address of person or position responsible for RMP (part 68) implementation

1.7.a. Name of person James Dayton Stidham
1.7.b. Title of person or position Superintendent
1.7.c._Email address of person or position cnwrwwip@verizon.net

——

RMP*aSubmit CNWDIRECTOR Page 1
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EPA FACILITY ID: 100000171458  C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority Resubmission

Section 1. Registration Information

RMP*eSubmit

1.8 Emergency Contact

1.8.a. Name James Dayton Stidham
1.8.b. Title of person or position Superintendent
1.8.c. Phone (276) 395-5302

1.8.d. 24-Hour Phone

(276) 395-5302

1.8.e. _24-Hour Phone Extension/PIN #

1.8.f. Email address for emergency contact

cnwrwwtp@verizon.net

1.9 Other Points of Contact

1.9.a. Facility or Parent Company E-mall Address

1.9.b. Facility Public Contact Phone Number

1.9.c. Facility or Parent Company WWW Homepage
Address

1.10_Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)

1.11 Number of full-time equivalent (FTEs)
employees of site

1.12 Covered by

1.12.a. OSHA PSM -

1.12.b. EPCRA section 302

1.12.c. CAATitle V Air Operating Permit Program

1.12.d. Air Operating Permit ID #

1.13 OSHA Star or Merit Ranking

l1).14 Last Safety Inspection (by an External Agency)
ate

04/28/2005

1.15 Last Safety Inspection Performed by an
External Agency

Virginia Municipal League insurance Pool

1.16 Will this RMP involve Predictive Filing?

1.18 RMP Preparer Information

1.18.a. Name

1.18.b. Phone

1.18.c. Street - Line 1

1.18.d. Street-Line 2

_1.18.e. City

1.18.f. State _

1.18.9. Zip

Foreign Country

| Foreign State/Province

Foreign Zip Code

CNWDIRECTOR

09/01/2010
08:30:10

Page 2
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( % EPAFACILITY ID: 100000171459 C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority Resubmission °9’gg,’3209}8

Yat ot

Section 1. Registration Information

Section 1.17 Process Specific Information

Process 1
Process ID # 1000019633
Process Description waste water treatment
1.17.a. Program Level 3

1.17.b. NAICS Code(s)

22132 (Sewaqe Treatment Facilities)

1,17.c. Chemical(s)

Chemical Name CAS Number Quantity
Chlorine 77182-50-5 4000

RMP* eSubrmit CNWDIRECTOR Page 3
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Section 1. Registration Information

Section 1.17 Process Specific Information

Process 2
Process 1D # 1000019634
Process Description waste water treatment
1.17.a. Program Level 3

1.17.b. NAICS Code(s)

22132 (Sewage Treatment Facilities)

1.17.c._Chemical(s)

Chemical Name CAS Number Quantity
Chiorine 1782-50-5 4000

RMP*eSubmit CNWDIRECTOR Page 4
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EPA FACILITY ID: 100000171459  C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority

Section 2. Toxics: Worst Case

RMP* aSubmit

Resubmission

Scenario 1

Process Name

waste water treatment

2.1 Chemical

2.1.a. Name

Chlorine

2.1.b. Percent Weight of Chemical

2.2 Physical State

Gas liquified by pressure

2.3 Model Used

2.4 Scenario

EPA's RMP Guidance for Waste Water Treatment
Plants Reference Tables or Equations

Liquid spilt and vaporization

12.5 Quantity Released (ibs)

2000

2.6 Release Rate (Ibs/min)

200

2.1 Release Duration (mins) _

10

2.8 Wind Speed (meters/sec)

1.5

2.9 Atmospheric stability class

F

Rural

2.10 Topography
2.11 Distance to endpoint (miles)

3

2,12 Estimated residential population within

6000

distance to endpoint (numbers)
2.13 Public receptors within distance to endpoint

2.13.3. Schoals

2.13.b. Residences

2.13.c. Hospitals

2.13.d. Prison/Correctional Facilities

2.13.e. Recreational Areas

2.13.f. Major commercial, office or industrial areas

2.13.9. Other

2.14 Environmental receptors within distance to end

oint

2.14.a. National or State Parks, Forests or
Monuments

2.14.b. Officially Designated Wildlife Sanctuaries,
Preserves or Refuges

2.14.c. Federal Wilderness Area

2.14.d. Other

2.15 _Passive mitigation considered

2.15.a. Dikes

2.15.b. Enclosures

2.15.c. Berms

2.15.d. Drains

2.15.e. Sumps

2.15.f. Other

2.16 Graphics file

CNWDIRECTOR

09/01/2010
08:30:10

Page §
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EPA FACILITY ID: 100000171459  C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority

Section 3. Toxics: Alternative Release

RMP*eSubmit

Resubmission

Scenario 1

Process Name

waste water treatment

3.1 Chemical

3.1.a. Name

Chlorine

3.1.b. Percent Weight of Chemical

3.2 Physical State

Gas liquified by refrigeration

3.3 Model Used

EPA's OCA Guidance Reference Tables or Equations

3.4 Scenario

Vessel leak

3150

3.5 _Quantity Released {Ibs)
3.6_Release Rate (ibs/min}

3150

3.7 Release Duration (mins)

1

3.8 Wind Speed (meters/sec)

3

3.9 Atmospheric stabillty class

D

Rural

3.10 Topography
3.11_Distance to endpoint (miles)

1.6

3.12 Estimated residentlal population within

distance to endpoint (numbers)

3000

3.13 Public receptors within distance to endpoint

3.13.a. Schools

3.13.b. Residences

3.13.c. Hospitals

3.13.d. Prison/Correctional Facilities

3.13.e. Recreational Areas

3.13.f. Major commercial, office or industrial areas

3.13.9. Other

3.14 Environmental receptors within distance to end

oint

3.14.a. National or State Parks, Forests or
Monuments

3.14.b. Officially Designated Wildlife Sanctuaries,
Preserves or Refuges

3.14.c. Federal Wilderness Area

3.14.d. Other

3.15_Passive mitigation considered

3.15.8. Dikes

3.15.b. Enclosures

3.15.c. Berms

3.15.d. Drains

3.15.e. Sumps

3.15.f. Other

3.16 Active mitigation caonsidered

3.16.a. Sprinkler systems

3.16.b. Deluge systems

3.16.c. Water curtain

3.16.d. Neutralization

3.16.8. Excess flow valve

3.16.f. Flares

CNWDOIRECTOR

09/01/2010
08:30:10

Page 6
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EPA FACILITY ID: 100000171459  C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority

Section 3. Toxics: Alternative Release

RMP~ &Submit

Resubmission

3.16.9. Scrubbers

3.16.h. Emergency shutdown systems

3.16.. Other

3.17 Graphics file

CNWDIRECTOR

08/01/2010
08:30:10

Page 7
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EPA FACILITY ID: 100000171459  C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority

Section 7. Prevention Program: Program Level 3

RMP*eSubmit

Resubmission

Program 1

Prevention Program Description

The Coeburn-Norton-Wise Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant (C-N-W R P} utilizes an
a%gresslve preventive maintenance program to insure
that allplant equipment, particulary the chlorination
system, is in optium condition. All equipment is
inspected regulary, maintenance is performed per the

operation and maintenance manual an
manufacturer documentation,and logged in the
plant's records.

7.1 NAICS Code for pracess

1.1.a. Process Name

1000019634 (waste water treatment)

7.1.b. NAICS

22132 (Sewage Treatment Facllities)

1.2 Chemicals
‘ Chlo

ring

1.3 Date on which the safety information was last

reviewed or revised

04/21/2010

1.4 Process Hazard Analysis (PHA)

1.4.a. Date of last PHA or PHA update |

04/21/2010

1.4.b. Technigue used

1.4.b.1. Whatif

Y

7.4.b.2. Checklist

7.4.b.3. What if/Checklist Combined

7.4.b.4. HAZOP

1.4.b.5. Fallure mode & effects analysis

7.4.b.6. Fault tree analysis

1.4.b.7. Other

7.4.c. Expected or actual date of completion of all
changes resulting from !ast PHA or PHA update

04/21/2010

1.4.d. Major hazards identified

7.4.d.1. Toxicrelease

1.4.d.2. Fire

7.4.d.3. Explosion

7.4.d.4. Runaway reaction

1.4.d.5. Polymerization

7.4.d.6. Overpressurization

7.4.d.7. Corrosion

1.4.d.8. Overfilling

7.4.d.9. Contamination

7.4.d.10. Equipment fallure

7.4.d.11, Loss of cooling, heating, electricity,

instrument air
1.4.d.12. Earthquake

1.4.d.13, Floods

7.4.d.14. Tornado

7.4.d.15. Hurricanes

7.4.d.16. Other

CNWDIRECTOR

09/01/2010
08:30:10

Page 8
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Section 7. Prevention Program: Program Level 3

RMP*e¢Submit

EPA FACILITY ID: 100000171459  C-N-W Regional Wastewater Treatment Authority

Resubmission

7.4.e. Process controls in use

7.4.e.1. Vents

1.4.e.2. Relief valves

<

7.4.e.3. Check valves

7.4.e.4. Scrubbers

7.4.e.5. Flares

7.4.e.6. Manual shutoffs

7.4.e.7. Automatic shutoffs

7.4.¢.8. Interlocks

1.4.e.9. Alarms and procedures

1.4.e.10. Keyed bypass

1.4.e.11. Emergency air supply

1.4.e.12. Emergency power

7.4.e.13. Backup pump

7.4.e.14. Grounding equipment

7.4.e.15. Inhibitor additions

1.4.0.16. Rupture disks

1.4.e.17. Excess flow device

7.4.6.18. Quench system

7.4..19. Purge system

7.4.e.20. None

7.4.e.21. Other

1.4.f. Mitigation systems in use

7.4.1.1. Sprinkier system

1.4.1.2 Dikes

1.4.1.3. Fire walls

1.4.1.4. Blast walls

7.4.£.5. Deluge system

1.4.£.6. Water curtain

7.4.f.7. Enclosure

7.4.1.8. Neutralization

7.4.1.9. None

7.4.1.10. Other

1.4.9. Monitoring/detection systems In use

1.4.9.1. Process area detectors

7.4.g.2. Perimeter monitors

7.4.0.3. None

7.4.9.4. Other

7.4.h. Changes since last PHA update

7.4.h.1. Reduction in chemical inventory

1.4.h.2. Increase in chemicai inventory

7.4.h.3. Change in process parameters

7.4.h.4. Installation of process controls

7.4.h.5. Installation of process detection systems

7.4.h.6. Installation of perimeter monitoring
systems

1.4.h.7. Installation of mitigation systems

CNWDIRECTOR
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Section 7. Prevention Program: Program Level 3
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1.4.h.8. None recommended

7.4.h.9. None

1.4.h.10. Other

1.5 Date of most recent review or revision of
loperating procedures

04/21/2010

1.6 Training

7.6.a. Date of most recent review or revision of
training programs

04/21/2010

71.6.b. Type of training provided

1.6.b.1. Classroom

7.6.b.2. On the job

7.6.b.3. Other

1.6.c. Type of competency testing used

1.6.c.1. Written test

1.6.c.2. Oral test

1.6.c.3. Demonstration

1.6.c.4. Observation

7.6.c.5. Other

1.7 Maintenance

7.7.a. Date of most recent review or revision of

04/21/2010

maintenance procedures
7.7.b. Date of most recent equipment inspection or
test

08/31/2010

1.1.c. Equi’ament most recently inspected or tested

The chiorination system is checked and tnspected
several times a day.

|(equipment list)
1.8 Management of change

7.8.a. Date of most recent changes that triggered
management of change procedures

7.8.b. Date of most recent review or revision of
management of change procedures

04/21/2010

7.9 Date of most recent pre-startup review

08/24/2010

7.10 Compliance audits

| 7.10.a. Date of most recent compliance audits

04/21/2010

7.10.b. Expected or actual date of completion of all
changes resulting from the compliance audits

04/21/2010

7.11 Incident investigation

7.11.a. Date of most recent incident investigation

7.11.b. Expected or actuai date of completion of all
changes resuiting from the incident investigation

7.12 Date of most recent review or revision of

04/21/2010

employee participation plans
7.13 Date of most recent review or revision of hot
work permit procedures

04/21/2010

7.14 Date of most recent review or revision of
contractor safety procedures

04/21/2010

7.15 Date of most recent evaluation of contractor

|safety performance

04/21/2010

CNWOIRECTOR
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Section 7. Prevention Program: Program Level 3
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Program 2

Resubmission

Preventlon Program Description |

7.1 NAICS Code for process

7.1.a. Process Name

1000019633 (waste water treatment)

7.1.b. NAICS

22132 (Sewage Treatment Facilities)

7.2 Chemicals

Chio

rine

7.3 Date on which the safety information was last
reviewed or revised

0472172010

1.4 Process Hazard Analysis (PHA)

1.4.a. Date of last PHA or PHA update l

04/21/2010

1.4.b. Technigue used

7.4.b.1. What if

Y

7.4.b.2, Checklist

7.4.b.3. What if/Checklist Combined

7.4.b.4. HAZOP

7.4.b.5, Failure mode & effects analysis

7.4.b.6. Fauit tree analysis

1.4.b.7. Other

7.4.c. Expected or actual date of completion of all
changes resulting from last PHA or PHA update

04/21/2010

1.4.d. Major hazards identified

7.4.d.1. Toxic release

7.4.d.2. Fire

7.4.d.3. Explosion

7.4.d.4. Runaway reaction

71.4.d.5. Polymerization

1.4.d.6. Overpressurization

7.4.d.7. Corrosion

1.4.d.8. Overfilling

7.4.d.9. Contamination

7.4.d.10. Equipment failure

7.4.d.11. Loss of cooling, heating, electricity,
instrument air

1.4.d.12. Farthquake

7.4.d.13. Floods

71.4.d.14. Tornado

7.4.d.15. Hurricanes

7.4.d.16, Other

7.4.e. Process controls in use

7.4..1. Vents

1.4.¢.2. Relief valves

-

1.4.e.3. Check valves

7.4.e.4. Scrubbers

1.4.8.5, Flares

1.4.e.6. Manual shutoffs

CNWDIRECTOR
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Section 7. Prevention Program: Program Level 3

1.4.e.1. Automatic shutoffs Y
1.4.e.8. Interiocks

7.4.6.9. Alarms and procedures Y
1.4.¢.10. Keyed bypass
7.4.e.11. Emergency air supply_ Y
1.4.¢.12. Emergency power
7.4.e.13. Backup pump
1.4.e.14. Grounding equipment
7.4.e.15. Inhibltor additions
7.4.e.16. Rupture disks
7.4.e.17. Excess flow device
7.4.e.18. Quench system
7.4.e.19. Purge system
1.4.e.20. None
7.4.e.21. Other
1.4.f. Mitigation systems in use
1.4.£.1. Sprinkler system
1.4.1.2. Dikes
7.4.1.3. Fire walls
1.4.1.4. Blast walls
1.4.£.5. Deluge system
7.4.1.6. Water curtain
1.4.£.7. Enclosure Y
7.4.1.8. Neutralization
7.4.09. None
7.4.£.10. Other

[_7.4.9. Monitoring/detection systems in use

1.4.9.1. Process area detectors Y
1.4.9.2. Perimeter monitors

7.4.0.3. None
1.4.9.4. Other

7.4.h. Changes since last PHA update
1.4.h.1. Reduction in chemical inventory

7.4.h.2. Increase in chemical inventory
7.4.h.3. Change in process parameters
1.4.h.4. Installation of process controls
1.4.h.5. Installation of process detection systems

7.4.h.6. Instaliation of perimeter monitoring
systems
7.4.h.7_Instaliation of mitigation systems

7.4.h.8. None recommended Y
7.4.h.9. None
7.4.h.10. Other

7.5 Date of most recent review or revislon of 04/21/2010
operating procedures

1.6 Training

RMP*eSubmit CNWDIRECTOR Page 12
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Section 7. Prevention Program: Program Level 3

7.6.a. Date of most recent review or revision of 04/21/2010
training programs
1.6.b. Type of training provided
7.6.b.1. Classroom Y
7.6.b.2. On the job Y
1.6.b.3. Other
1.6.c. Type of competency testing used
7.6.c.1. Written test Y
1.6.c.2. Oral test
1.6.c.3. Demonstration Y
1.6.c.4. Observation
7.6.c.5. Other
1.7 Maintenance

7.7.a. Date of most recent review or revision of 04/21/2010
malintenance procedures

7.7.b. Date of most recent equipment inspection or 08/31/2010
test

1.7.c. Equif:ment most recently inspected or tested| The chlorination system is checked and inspected
{equipment list) several times a day

1.8 Management of change
7.8.a. Date of most recent changes that triggered
management of change procedtires

7.8.b. Date of most recent review or ravision of 04/21/2010
management of change procedures
17.9 Date of most recent pre-startup review
1.10 Compliance audits

7.10.a. Date of most recent compliance audits 03/15/2008

7.10.b. Expected or actual date of completion of all
changes resulting from the compliance audits
1.11_Incident investigation

7.11.a._Date of most recent Incident investigation

7.11.b. Expected or actual date of completion of all
changes resuiting from the incident investigation
7.12 Date of most recent review or revision of 04/21/2010
employee participation plans
7.13 Date of most recent review or revision of hot 04/21/2010
work permit procedures
7.14 Date of most recent review or revision of 04/21/2010
contractor safety procedures
7.15 Date of most recent evaluation of contractor 04/21/2010
safety performance

RMP*eSubmit CNWDIRECTOR Page 13
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19.1 Written emergency response (ER) plan

community emergency response plan?

emergency response plan?

releases of requlated substances?

responding to accldental releases?

onh emergency health care

facility's ER plan

9.6 Date of most recent ER training for your faclility's
employees

9.1.a. Is your facility included in the written Y
9.1.b. Does your facility have its own written Y
9.2 Does your facility's ER plan inciude specific Y
actions to be taken in response to accidental
Fo Intarying the public and ioca sgendis o '
9.4 Does your facility's ER plan include information Y
9.5 Date of most recent review or update of your 04/21/2010
04/21/2010

9.7 Local agency with which your facility's ER plan or
9.7.a. Name of agency

response activities are coordinated

SARA Title It! LEPC for Wise county

9.7.b. Phone number (276) 328-2321
9.8 Subject to
9.8.a. OSHA Regulations at 29 CFR 1910.38 Y

9.8.b. OSHA Requlations at 29 CFR 1910.120

9.8.c. Clean Water Act Reguiations at 40 CFR 112

| 9.8.d. RCRA Regulations at 40 CER 264, 265, 279.52

9.8.e. OPA-90 Regulations at 40 CFR 112, 33 CFR
154, 49 CFR 194, 30 CFR 254

| 9.8.f. State EPCRA Rules of Laws

9.8.g. Other

CNWDIRECTOR
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The Coeburn-Norton Wise Regional Wastewater Treatment plant is a 5.0 MGD waste treatment plant

?rovidlng service to the Town of Coeburn,City of Norton, Town of Wise and portions of Wise county, Virginia.

he treatment plant, abbrevated C-N-W R P, utilizes one ton chlorine cylinders for disinfection. C-N-W
RWWTP has :Jg ressive approach to effective preventative maintenance as well as well as safety and training
programs. C-N-W RWWTP has never had any type of chlorine release that resuited in injury or environmental
damage. C-N-W RWWTP works with the Town of Coeburn fire department and the state and county Has-mat
presonnel to be the first to respond In case of a chlorine release. They will be the ones that are called first in
the envent of a chlorine release. They will be In complete charge of the situation as soon as they get on the

scene,

CNWDIRECTOR
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DEC - 8 2010

OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND
EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The Honorable James Webb
United States Senator

P.O. Box 1300

Norton, Virginia 24273

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your lctter of October 26, 2010, requesting that the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) provide assistance to your constituent, Mr, Mark S. Hollyfield, in
completing the submission of the risk management plan (RMP) for the Coeburn-Norton-Wise
Regional Waste Water Treatment Authority (C-N-W).

We contacted Mr. Hollyfield and assisted him with successfully completing the RMP
submission for C-N-W, as required by EPA regulations. Mr. Hollyfield has also graciously
agreed to assist EPA with troubleshooting the problem that he experienced in attempting to
submit his RMP so that this problem will not occur again.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or have
your staff contact Amy Hayden, in EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations, at (202) 564-0555.

Sincerely,
\

Mathy Stanislaus
Assistant Administrator

Intemet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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JIM WEEB WASHINGTON OFFICE:
VIRGIMGA WesHibeTan, GC 20910
1202) 2244024

COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES I | . , "' .

Anited Dtates Denate

FORFIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605
COMMITTEE ON

VETERANS' ATTAIRS

T0INT ECONDMIC COMMITTEE October 9, 2009

The Honorable Inez Tenenbaum The Honorable Lisa Jackson
Chairman Administrator
Consumer Product Safety Commission Environmental Protection Agency
4330 East-West Highway 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Bethesda, MD 20814 Washington, DC 20460

Dear Chairman Tenenbaum and Administrator Jackson:

| write 1o urge that the tests and evaluations concerning Chinese-imported drywall that are
currently underway by the Consumer Product Safety Commission and the Environmental Protection
Agency be completed without further delay. Every day that the results of these tests are delayed means
more families pushed into bankruptcy and financial ruin.

[ have heard directly from a number of constituents about the extreme emotional, physical, and
financial hardship they continue to face as they struggle to maintain payments on houses that have
been rendered uninhabitable, while also paying for a place to live and often dealing with hcalth issues
stemming from contaminated homes. My office has been working to assist these individuals in
exploring what remedies and protections might be available to them. Many of the legal and financial
remedies that have been proposed are dependent on the results of the scientific and technical tests
currently being conducted by your agencies.

I wish to emphasize my strong belief that a rapid resolution of these assessments is urgently
needed.

It is my understanding that the following analyses are currently being conducted:
e Elemental and chemical testing
¢ Chamber testing
¢ In-home indoor air sampling
o FElectrical and fire safety engineering analyses

These and any other assessments related to Chinese drywall must be completed with all haste,
and their results made public without delay. Thank you for your attention to this critically important
issue. | look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
m Webb
United States Senator
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The Honorable Jim Webb OFFICE OF
- SOLID WASTE AND

United States Senate EMERGENCY RESPONSE
Washington DC 20510

Dear Senator Webb:

Thank you for your letter of October 9, 2009, to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Administrator Lisa Jackson, regarding your concerns about the release of testing data
concerning Chinese-imported drywall.

The Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) has the overall lead within the
Executive Branch on matters relating to Chinese drywall and the potential corrosivity and health
issues. EPA is contributing its scientific and technical expertise to this endeavor. EPA has been
collaborating with CPSC and other partners including the Centers for Disease Control (CDC),
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and representatives of the Departments of Health in
Florida, Louisiana, and Virginia to evaluate concerns and conduct various sampling activities.
EPA is working with these federal and state partners to review the validated results of EPA’s
testing at houses in Florida and Louisiana which will inform the development of an indoor air
testing protocol. This protocol can then be used by federal and state agencies and the private
sector to conduct future indoor air testing. Additionally, EPA has performed the content analysis
on domestic and imported drywall samples provided by Florida Department of Health (FDOH),
CPSC, and collected by EPA. Data validation, review and interpretation of the results by the
federal/state technical team is near completion.

EPA agrees that it is imperative that accurate information on the risk to residents in
structures built with imported drywall be released in an expedited timeframe. EPA has worked
to share information with stakeholders and other interested parties to facilitate an understanding
of the sampling protocols, challenges, and anticipated timelines. For more information on these
efforts, please log on to http://www.cpsc.gov/info/drywall . We will continue to work with
CPSC and our other partner agencies to publically share information.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have further questions, please contact me or your
staff may call Amy Hayden, in EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations,
at (202) 564-0555.

_
Matly Stat;i us
Assistant Administrator

Intemet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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FEB 1 2 2010

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
AND CHILDREN'S HEALTH PROTECTION

The Honorable James Webb
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Webb:

[ am pleased to inform you that the Martinsville-Henry County Coalition for Health and
Wellness has received the 2009 Building Healthy Communities for Active Aging achievement
award. The achievement award is the highest level of award and is bestowed on a community
for having both implemented the principles of smart growth and the concepts of active aging. To
be considered for the Building Healthy Communities for Active Aging award, communities must
submit an application that is reviewed by a panel of experts. The Coalition’s Activate initiative
has led the community to adopt active aging programming and implement smart growth policies.
Martinsville-Henry County Coalition was the winner of only two communities recognized in the
country in 2009.

The Activate initiative has worked to fill the gaps identified during an assessment on
physical activity in Martinsville. They publish an annual physical activity guide and tool kit with
information on recreation programs and physical activity programming. They also held the first
annual healthy community challenge this past year. In 2009, the County’s comprehensive plan
included a framework that supports a smart growth vision.

Please join me in extending congratulations to the City of Martinsville for this impressive
achievement. I am enclosing a copy of the 2009 awards booklet highlighting the City of
Martinsville and the other award winners. This year’s awards booklet is posted on the EPA
Aging Initiative website at www.epa.gov/aging. If you have any questions or would like
additional copies, please contact me or your staff may call Clara Jones in EPA’s Office of
Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at (202) 564-3701.

Singerely,
o
Véﬂ
eter Greva

Director

Enclosure

Internet Address (URL) @ htip://www.opa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable ® Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsurner, Process Chiorine Free Recycled Paper
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A SERuIoES .
Comee O NAnited Dtates Denate
FOREIGN RELATIONS WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4605
COMMITTEE ON
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE December 22, 2011

Mr. David Mclntosh
Associate Administrator for Congressional
and Intergovernmental Relations
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 3426 ARN
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. McIntosh:

1 am writing to express my support for two applications submitted by the City of
Richmond, Virginia to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 2012 EPA
Brownfields Assessment Grant for Petroleum Sites & Brownfields Assessment Grant for
Hazardous Substances programs,

Representatives for the City of Richmond have indicated to my office that resources
provided through these programs would be used to help conduct community-wide assessments of
both hazardous substance and petroleum brownfield sites. It is my understanding that EPA
funding would help the City of Richmond protect quality of life, the environment and could
create additional economic development.

It appears that the City of Richmond is well-positioned to meet the goals of the 2012 EPA
Brownfields Assessment Grant for Petroleum Sites & Brownfields Assessment Grant for
Hazardous Substances programs and, to that end, I ask that you give these applications every fair
and favorable consideration in keeping with established federal laws and guidelines governing
your programs. [ also ask that you keep me informed of the status of these proposals by
contacting Mr, Martin Mash in my Roanoke office at 3140 Chaparral Drive, Building C, Suite
101, Roanoke, Virginia 24018. Mr. Mash may also be reached via telephone at (540) 772-4236.

Sincerely,

e
ted States Senator

JW:mm
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OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND
EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The Honorable Jim Webb
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Webb:;

Thank you for your letter of December 22, 2011, supporting the Brownfields Grant Proposals from the
City of Richmond, Virginia. | appreciate your interest in the Brownfields Program, and your support of
Richmond’s proposals.

As you know, the Small Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act assists states and
communities throughout the country in their efforts to revitalize and reclaim brownfields sites. This
program is an excellent example of the success that is possible when people of all points of view work
together to improve the environment and their communities.

Last year's application process was highly competitive, with the EPA evaluating more than 600 grant
proposals. From these proposals, the EPA announced the selection of approximately 200 grants.

The EPA’s selection criteria for grant proposals are available in the Proposal Guidelines for Brownfields
Assessment, Revolving Loan Fund, and Cleanup Grants (September 2011), posted on our brownfields
website (www.epa.gov/brownfields). Each proposal will be carefully reviewed and evaluated by a
selection panel that applies these objective criteria in this highly competitive program. Be assured that
the grant proposals submitted by the City of Richmond will be given every consideration.

Again, thank you for your letter. If you have any questions, please contact me or your staff may contact

Raquel Snyder, in the EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations, at 202-564-9586.

Sincerely,
Mathy Stanislaus
Assistant Administrator

Intemet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyciable e Printed with Vegetabie Oil Basad inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycied Paper
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June 28, 2012

The Honorable Barack Obama
President

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear President Obama

We are writing to urge that you issue an Executive Order exercising your authority under Clean
Air Act section 112(i)(4) to grant an additional two years for all utilities to comply with the
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) regulation. If states also use their authority to grant
one additional ycar, utilities will have the full six years the Clean Air Act allows to install new
pollution control equipment on coal and oil-fired power plants.

Many utilities have said that using the Clean Air Act’s full six-year compliance timeline will
make implementation of the rule more reasonable, practical and cost effective. It will

allow more time to order and install equipment, to give the required public notice and to apply
for necessary permits. It will also minimize the possibility of disruptions in reliable electric
service. The certainty of a full six years for implementation will spread out costs and minimize
increases on electric rates, It will improve the ability of utilities to develop more realistic
implementation schedules to ensure that an adequate supply of pollution control technology is
available from manufacturers.

In short, exercising your presidential authority under the Clean Air Act to provide an additional
two years for implementation of this rule will help citizens of our States achieve the health
benefits of clean air at the lowest possible cost and with the least possibility of disruption of
electric service.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Lo,  Arvx avilin Mz %,/an——

Lamar Alexander Mark Pryor
United States Senator United States Senator
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Bob Corker ' Mark Warner

United States Senator United States Senator
Roy Blunt Jim W4bb

United States Senator Unit¢d Stgi€s Senator
Jdang 1sakson 7 Claire McCaskill
United States Senator United States Senator

Richars Eurr Mary L. I4ndrieu

United States Senator United States Senator




